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POSTMASTERS
ARKANSAS

Lucie H. McDonnell, Altheimer.

Max B. Wurz, Bigelow.

Frank Welch, Carlisle.

John W. Page, Dover.

William F. Price, Evening Shade.

Andrew J. Clemmons, Grady.

Leo C. Russell, Lamar.

Clement C. Bowen, Osceola.

Albert S. Snowden, Paragould.

Elbert R. Winton, Piggott.

James H. Carnahan, Prairie Grove,

John L. Hyde, Tillar.

Leila B. Lynch, Weiner.

Ernest A. Stockburger, West Fork.
IDAHO

Arvene J. Boyle, Blackfoot.
Carl A. Rohrman, Culdesac.
Hastings Brown, Kamiah.
Marie E. Roos, Weippe.
ILLINOIS
Edwin G. Stifie, Robinson.
KENTUCKEY

Walter B, Carvell, Allensville,
James R. Wilson, Auburn.
Dycie B. Chism, Camp Taylor,
Martin S. Bowne, Clearfield.
Ray Flowers, Columbia.
Henry S. Bogan, Franklin.
William R. Sizemore, Hyden.
Pearl Parsley, Inez.
Jerry D. Shain, Madisonville.
Lawrence W. Hager, Owensboro.
Addie F. Owens, Russell Springs.
Robert S. Welch, Scottsville.
Victor B. Stephens, Stanton.
Louise N. Chaney, Woodburn.
MAINE

Joseph M. Mountain, Dexter.

Earle B. Files, Gorham.

William D. Hay, Eennebunk.

Edith B. Holden, Oakfield.
MICHIGAN

Edward Kott, Center Line,
Roger J. Tobin, Channing.
James A. McDonald, Detour.
Dennis E. Kelleher, Fenton.
William J. Putnam, Goodrich.
David G. Bernard, Hale.
Etta V. Schram, Lincoln.
William M. Hankerd, Munith.
Frank L. Brighenti, Ramsay.
NORTH CAROLINA
Leslie G.. Shell, Roanoke Rapids.
OKLAHOMA

Margaret Cummins, Chattanooga.

Lizzie E. Capehart, Jay

Beaulah J. Van Coevering, Orlando.
TENNESSEE

Mamie D, Phillips, Brighton.

Augustus F. Shults, Caryville.

Robert L. Queener, Jacksboro.

Sam L. Cummins, Lyles.

Robert M. Cobb, Mascot.

Everett M. Smith, Maynardville.

Rufus V. Cawthon, Mount Juliet.

William T. Latham, Niota.

Kirk D. Beene, Petros.

Thomas A. Humphreys, Puryear.

William T. Christian, Roan Mountain,

UTAH
A. Lucile Greenwood, Richfield,

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

TUESDAY, JUNE 18, 1935

The House met at 11 o’clock a. m.
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D.,
offered the following prayer:

Our fathers’ God and our God, we pray for Thy wisdom
to strengthen us for every duty; and not unto us but unto
Thy holy name we give glory. We entreat Thee that the
Man of Galilee and the multitudes may come face to face.
Come, Thou Almighty One, to the city life of our country.
Here breaks life’s blushing dawn; here, too, burns life’s sultry
noon; and here are the aged, with no light at evening time.
O come to them with their eager rivalries, broken ambi-
tions, petty jealousies, hard-visaged toil, and with their hard-
hearted mammonism. O come to their abodes of sweat,
labor, and blood. Master of life, come to their two twilights
of childhood and old age and stay their tears. Move us with
divine compassion, which is love touched with pity. May all
hands be joined with all remedial forces—religious, social,
and political—to save, succor, and bless the forgotten crowds.
In the name of our Elder Brother. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and
approved.
MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr. Horne, its enrolling
clerk, announced that the Senate agrees to the amendments
of the House to bills of the Senate of the following titles:

S.1121. An act for the relief of Isidor Greenspan; and

S. 1863. An act for the relief of Trifune Korac.

OUR VANISHING WORLD MARKETS

Mr, STEFAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the Recorp and to include therein a
radio address delivered by my colleague the gentleman from
New York [Mr. FisH].

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Nebraska?

There was no objection.

Mr. STEFAN. Mr. Speaker, under leave to extend my
remarks in the Recorp, I include the radio address of Hon.
HaumrrtoN Fisg, Jr., of New York, over the National Broad-
casting Co. network, June 17, 1935:

Secretary of State Cordell Hull, with whom I served for many
years in Congress, is both a scholar and a charming gentleman
from Tennessee, but he has nursed an obsession for a quarter of
a century, and nothing is more dangerous to the interests of
American wage earners and the public than an obsession that has
been suppressed for so long a time. Mr. Hull is at heart an in-
ternationalist and a free trader, one of the relics of that school of
thought long since discarded by the Democratic Party, except in
certaif sections of the South. Suddenly clothed with power over
negotiating trade agreements through the abject and cowardly
surrender of a supine and partisan Congress, at the arrogant de-
mands of the President and, in my opinlon, unguestionably in
deflance of the Constitution, Mr. Hull, as Secretary of State, finally
finds himself an actual dictator in shaping tariff policies. After
waiting all these years, burdened with a single obsession or mis-
sion, the very thought of breaking down economic barriers in a
protective and nationalistic world warms the cockles of his heart.

What difference does it make if our textile mills are shut down
by competition with Japanese labor, or our single biggest export
market, the Philippines, from whom we buy 85 percent of their
products, is surrendered for the benefit of Japanese labor paid
20 cents a day in order to put Mr, Hull's long-distance economic
policies into effect? American labor has not as yet realized what
it means to have a free trader as Secretary of State, but they all
will when the unconditional favored-nation clause goes into effect,
bringing American labor into competition with the poorly paid
labor of Europe and Asia.

The refusal of the State Department to approve the offer of
the Philippine Congress to protect the American textile trade is so
against the interests of the United States that, in my opinion, i%
is actually treasonable.

The adherence to the unconditional most-favored-nation clause
means the lowering of the duties to all countries, which in turn
means the lowering of the American standard of wages and living
and the loss of our foreign markets, as our wage earners are not
willing to compete with the cheap labor of Europe and Asia.

The theory behind the Hull program is that if American industry
cannot compete with foreign industry, why, it is just too bad, even
if additional scores of thousands are added to the army of unem-
ployed. The treaty with Belgium will undermine the glass, ce-
ment, and lace industries, that with S8weden our match industry,
and that with Cuba serlously affects our domestic vegetable mar-
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ket and our beet-sugar industry. The handwriting on the wall is
perfectly clear, and the next logical and consistent step to be taken,
in accord with the Hull economic program, will be the destruction
of the beet-sugar industry in a dozen western States, because it
cannot survive without adequate protective duties.

Mr. Hull only a few days ago, speaking in New York, opposed
the plan to buy at home which is certainly consistent with his
free-trade views. The Secretary of State went on to say that from
July 1934 to February 1935 the volume of imports of dairy prod-
ucts, vegetables, meats, and fruits were far below the 10-year aver-
age. I propose to answer this statement with facts and , 80
that he who runs may read and understand just what Mr. Hull,
Mr. Wallace, and Mr. Tugwell have done to the American export
trade in agricultural products.

Up to the present time only four reciprocal trade ents
have been consummated—those with Cuba, Haiti, Belgium, and
Sweden. It is interesting, from an agricultural point of view, to
note the increase in Cuban export trade in vegetables to the
United States from November 1934 to April 1935, as compared
with the corresponding season the year previous, before the trade
agreement had gone into effect: Shipments of tomatoes from
Cuba to the United States increased to 50,841,909 pounds, com-
pared with 33,850,000 pounds; eggplant increased from 3,876,536
pounds to 5,309,695 pounds; peppers, from 1,838,058 pounds to
4,643,023 pounds; cucumbers, from 1,441,563 pounds to 1,871,161
pounds; and potatoes, from 102,359 pounds to 2,289,412 pounds.
Exports of potatoes from Cuba to the American market in April
amounted to 1,651,775 pounds, compared with none in April 1834.

What will the farmers of Florida, who grow large quantities of
tomatoes, cucumbers, and peppers, do about these increased im-
portations of vegetables when they learn the facts? And what
will the reaction be in Maine, Michigan, and Idaho to the phe-
nomenal increase in the importation of potatoes from Cuba as a
result of the Hull-Wallace-Tugwell tariff experiment? It was
officially stated by the “new dealers™ that the trade agreement
with Cuba would open up a new market for Maine potatoes; but,
like most of the new-deal ts, this theory or propa-
ganda has failed to materialize and instead is actually causing
serious competition for American potato growers in our home
market.

My criticism of Mr. Hull's tariff theories, as visionary, imprac-
tical, and ineffective, ehould not be construed as a partisan attack,
as it is substantiated by Mr. George N. Peek, until recently the
President’s forelgn-trade adviser and head of the administration’s
Export-Import Bank, who denounced the Hull program of uncon-
ditional most-favored-nation trade ents as basically un-
sound and ruinous to the Natlon's foreign and domestic markets.
I hope Mr. Peek will go further and likewise expose and denounce
the host of young * brain trusters”, impractical visionaries, and
{ree-irade gazers who have been appointed in the State
Department by Secretary Hull. How do they ever expect to put
unemployed Americans back to work when they are deliberately
pursuing & policy to destroy both our foreign and domestic
markets?

I introduced last week, with the on of Senator McNary,
of Oregon, a copy of the last McNary-Haugen agricultural surplus
control bill, providing for the control and disposition of the sur-
plus of agricultural commodities in interstate and foreign com-
merce. The bill as introduced in the House is known as H. R.
8427.

My object in introducing this bill is to try to save the rapidly
vanishing world markets for our agricultural exports. The loss
of these foreign markets for American cotton, wheat, meat prod-
ucts, and other agricultural and dairy commodities during the
last 2 years is a sad commentary on the new deal, which has all
but wiped out the export of American farm products.

The tragedy of the situation is that we are actually importing
more wheat than we export, have lost over half of our cotton ex-
port trade, and have been for the past year importing shiploads
of corn, oats, barley, and rye. Since last July we have imported
11,269,622 bushels of corn, 14,084,415 bushels of oats, 9,624,076
bushels of barley, and 12,474,248 bushels of rye.

In addition, 21,760,366 bushels of wheat have been imported,
whereas we have exported only 3,008,607 bushels and the equiva-
lent of 11,701,723 bushels of flour, a large part of that milled from
Canadian grain, leaving the United States, unbelievable as it
may sound, a net importer of wheat with the duty at 42 cents.

According to Government figures on our foreign trade, for the
first 4 months of this year (1935), as compared to the same period
in 1934, the decrease in exports and the corresponding increase
in imports is more startling. During this period the importation
of grains and grain preparations for the first 4 months of 1935
amounted to $22,721,000 as compared with $4,785,000 imported
in 1934. Wheat exports dropped from 12,174,000 to 657,000 bushels,
and rice exports from 39,375,071 pounds to 28,778,637, while rice
imports increased from 12,708,270 pounds to 39,024,220 pounds, &
net trade loss of 36,912,484 pounds during the 4-month period.
Butter imports increased from 217,000 pounds last year to 17,398,-
000. pounds for the first 4 months of this year; meat products
showed an increased importation from 16,326,000 pounds to
38,041,000 pounds, while our exports of meat products dropped
from 79,544,000 to 57,888,000 pounds. Cattle imports during this
period increased from 39,667 head, valued at $459,880, in 1934, to
147,874 head, valued at $3,704,872, in 1935. Lard exports de-
creased from 166,952,000 pounds d the first 4 months of 1934
to 51,386,000 pounds in 1935. With respect to tobacco expaorts,
the quantity recorded for April 1935 was the smallest for any
month since March 1918.. I AN - -1
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The total exports of agricultural products in 1925 was approxi-
mately one billion and a half dollars, whereas, in 1934, the total
exports amounted to less than half, or $733,416,000, and it is esti-
mated that in 1935 it will not exceed $500,000,000. This startling
decrease is based on a depreciated 59-cent dollar, whereas the 1925
figures are on a sound-money value, or a hundred-cent dollar.
In other words, the foreign importers should have been able fo
buy 41 percent more from the United States than before we
depreciated the dollar, consequently the real export value based
on a gold dollar will probably not exceed $300,000,000, or one-fifth
of our trade for 1925 in agricultural products. That is
what the new-deal A. A. A. program and the reciprocal-trade
agreements have done toward destroying the markets of the world
for our farm export surplus.

Only immediate action can preserve our foreign markets for our
surplus agricultural products and the enactment of a bill similar
to the McNary-Haugen bill, which passed the Congress and was
vetoed on May 3, 1928, would offer a practical solution to the ruin-
ous loss of our foreign markets for our farm products. The
conditions that prevailed when President Coolidge vetoed the bill
are completely reversed, and today we face constantly diminishing
world markets approaching a vanishing point.

One of the main pledges of the new-deal administration
was to promote the export of our agricultural products, but,
instead, because of the half-baked program of the A. A. A, the
destruction of crops and the birth control of pigs, it has de-
moralized and all but destroyed the export of wheat, cotton, pork,
and other farm produce which has been a great source of wealth
to our people for over a century and a powerful factor in the
development and prosperity of our country. The facts are seep-
ing through to the people in spite of the radio barrage of the
“new dealers ” and the honeyed words and sugar-coated phrases of
the President in his fireside chats, that the impractical, vision-
ary, and magical schemes of the Wallaces, Tugwells, and Ezekiels
to destroy crops and provide a program of scarcity when there
are more than 11,000,000 unemployed and over 20,000,000 Ameri-
cans on relief, have increased unemployment, retarded recovery,
and lost our world markets for our exportable farm surpluses
formerly constituting the bulk of our foreign trade,

If the cotton farmers and the South want to commit eco-
nomic suicide for temporary profit, that is their business, but it
does not change the facts by one jot or tittle. Lenin was right
when he said that the capitalists would commit suicide for tem-
porary profit, and that applies to the farmers as well. The cot-
ton farmers have already lost over 50 percent of the world mar-
kets and will lose the balance to Brazil, Egypt, India, and Soviet
Russia within the next 2 years, bringing economic and financial
ruin to the South.

An Associated Press report from San Pedro, Calif., dated June
8, reads as follows: “ 60,000 tons of Argentina corn are en route to
the United States, it was disclosed today with the arrival of the
British tramp freighter Cycle from Rosario with 4,000 tons for
local discharge and 2,600 tons for other Pacific coast ports. Other
steamers are en route with similar cargoes. Higher prices for
domestic corn have made importations of Argentina grain profit-
able. The grain is being sold to Pacific coast millers.” The duty
on corn is 25 cents a bushel, but it is now profitable for foreign
producers to pay the 25-cent tariff on corn and enter the Ameri-
can market in competition with the farmers of the United States.

Secretary of Agriculture Henry A. Wallace goes about the country
denouncing the tarif and blaming our protective tariff for the
loss of the world markets for our agricultural products. What
kind of reasoning is this? If it were not for the 42-cent duty
per bushel on wheat, 25 cents a bushel on corn, and other pro-
tective duties on practically all farm products, the United States
would be the dumping ground of the Argentine, Australia, Canada,
and Europe. If these duties were reduced or wiped out our Ameri-
can market would be swamped with Canadian wheat, Argentine
corn, dairy products from Denmark and Australia, and vegetables,
poultry, and cattle from the adjoining nations of Canada, Cuba,
and Mexico, where the wage scale is much lower than our own.
Are there any farmers in the North or South, East or West who
would willingly give up or surrender any of the protection that
has been secured under Republican administrations to preserve
the home market for American agricultural products?

I do not claim to be a dirt farmer, although for 16 years I have
represented in Congress a great dairy, vegetable, and poultry dis-
trict along both banks of the Hudson River, and in the New York
State Legislature for 3 years prior to the World War. I am a
member of the local, Pomona, and the National Grange and of
the Farm Bureau Federation, but I do not claim to be able fo
solve the farm problems with which the western farmers are con-
fronted. They know their own problems better than anyone else.
They are entitled, certainly, to the cost of production plus a rea-
sonable profit and to have a parity or equilibrlum between the
price of farm products with other industries whether in the fac-
tories or in the mines.

I have reintroduced the McNary-Haugen bill, as I sincerely be-
lieve, in view of the changed conditions since the Coolidge admin-
istration and a rapidly disappearing world market for our farm
surplus, that immediate constructive legislation is necessary to
hold the markets we have and regain those that we have lost for
the benefit of American farmers and producers.

Only prejudiced * new dealers”, incapable of facing the facts,
will attempt to deny any of the above statements regarding the
tragic loss of our foreign markets for our agricultural products.
As for me, I will continue to present the facts and figures, alarm-
ing and stubborn though they be, so that every American with
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sound common sense will know the truth, and let the chips fall
where they may. I plead guilty of being a critic of the wanton
and willful destruction of our export trade for our farm surpluses;
and if this be treason let the " new dealers " make the most of it.
The truth is mighty and will prevail.

The time has come for the American people to arise and unite
for the preservation of the great American market which in nor-
mal times consumes over 90 percent of our total production. Un-
der the Roosevelt-Hull-Wallace-Tugwell policy we are rapidly
losing both our domestic and foreign markets, particularly for
agricultural products, and increasing the number of our unem-
ployed, who are, in effect, the forgotten men of the new-deal
administration.

THE 1935 EDITION OF NUISANCE AND SALES TAXES

Mr. TRUAX. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks on the tfax bill, which was passed
yesterday.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. TRUAX. Mr. Speaker, I want it plainly understood
that my remarks are not a criticism, in any sense, of the dis-
tinguished Chairman of the Ways and Means Committee,
Mr. DoucHTON, of North Carolina. If such criticism might
be imputed, I need only to refer to the courageous stand of
the gentleman from North Carolina against the proposed
sales tax in the Seventy-second Congress. Nor is criticism
intended for the members of the Ways and Means Commit-
tee. They are naturally obligated to carry out the adminis-
fration program. I am aware of the prevailing sentiment
among Members of the House to reach an early adjourn-
ment. My contention is, however, that if this wrong is ever
to be righted by a tax on wealth, incomes, inheritances, and
gifts the start must be made now.

We are asked to reenact the same schedule of nuisance
and sales taxes that has been in existence for the past 2
years. We are asked to reenact this legislation without due
consideration, without debate, and without an opportunity
to change the bill or to offer amendments. In other words,
we are asked fo again become mere rubber stamps, and to
rubber stamp for 2 years more the most vicious, iniquitous,
unfair, and unjust set of nuisance and sales taxes ever in-
flicted on a hard-working, long-suffering, tolerant, and ever-
patient citizenry by a Congress who ought to know better,
who does know better but refuses to act in the best interests
of these taxpayers. I expect to vote against this bill. I shall
vote that way because I am unalterably opposed, funda-
mentally and inherently opposed, to all sales and nuisance
taxes which in the final analysis are successful attempts to
saddle on the backs of the poor those tax burdens which
by their very nature and by right and by justice should be
borne by the rich.

When the present schedule was enacted in 1932 during
the Hoover administration it was done because Congress was
told that these taxes were only emergency taxes; that they
were designed and created to balance the Budget which was
out of balance because of the depression and panic that was
then beginning to manifest its worst phases in hard times,
bankruptcies, receiverships, and poorhouses for 90 percent
of our citizens. We were told at that time that this measure
would be only a temporary one. We were told that it would
not or could not last for long. The people were asked to
resign themselves to the cruel fate of the depression and to
dig down deep into their pockets and instead of having less
taxes to pay they would be forced to pay more taxes because
of these obnoxious nuisance and sales taxes.

In other words, if a man was racked and tortured by
lumbago, rheumatism, or arthritis, instead of giving him
something to ease the pain, instead of giving him a seda-
tive, give him a more and bigger dose of that same old
lumbago, sciatic rheumatism, and arthritis. If the former
light dose did not kill him then this new and heavier dose
certainly would. And so the taxpayers struggled along in
the hope that Congress would do as it had promised in 1932
and repeal these taxes at the end of the expected 2 years.

Now we are informed, seemingly with great glee, that be-
cause of the imposition of these nuisance and sales faxes,
the receipts of the United States Government for 10 months
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of the fiscal year closing on May 31, 1935, were $612,186,571
more than was received for the corresponding 10 months of
the previous fiscal year, We are advised that the total re-
ceipts of the Federal Government amounted to $3,336,-
733,841 in the first 10 months of that year. Because of
those increased receipts heretofore mentioned, we are told
in the same breath that for the first time in years the
Budget is balanced—that is, providing you do not count the
$6,470,205,136 which represents the total expenditures of the
Government for the 10 months of the fiscal year men-
tioned, namely, 1935. To go on further, those total receipts
exceeded the regular expenditures of the Government by
nearly $100,000,000 for the first 10 months of that fiscal
year; but we must “bear in mind” that the emergency
expenditure, so called, which represents the amount of
money to keep 22,000,000 on relief rolls and which provides
for food to eat, clothing to wear, and a house in which to
dwell, that for those human, necessary needs for the same
period, $3,229,000,000 was spent.

So we are told also, or at least by inference we deduce,
that our expenditures for the next few years are expected to
exceed the revenue collected by more than $3,000,000,000 per
year. In other words, our outgo for the next few years is to
exceed the income more than $3,000,000,000 per year. So,
to balance our Budget further in the direction of “ regular ”
expenditures, we propose to reenact these sales and nuisance
taxes, which are insufficient to meet in the slightest measure
the expenditures needed to carry on for 22,000,000 out of
work, out of jobs, out of income, and out of property and
wealth. We propose to send out a boy to do a man’s job.

Where we should be imposing heavy taxes on all swollen
fortunes of $100,000,000 and over, where we should be scaling
all swollen fortunes of $100,000,000, $200,000,000, $300,-
000,000, and a billion dollars down to $1,000,000, we propose a
reenactment of these wholly inadequate nuisance and sales
taxes that have been in effect for 4 years. Sale taxes and
nuisance taxes that haunt the farmers, the wageworkers, the
small businessman, and the soldiers of the country, night
and day, 24 hours per day, T days per week, 4 weeks per
month, and 12 months per year. And so we are advised
that this emergency still exists, an emergency that licenses
the United States Government fo tax every article, every
commodity in sight, merely scratch the surface of the de-
pression and at all times shy away from the millionaire,
from the man of riches, from the man of wealth, from the
man of big income, and from the man with the biggest
fortune, Let us leave him alone, let us stay away from
him, let us not heap burdens upon his broad and sturdy
shoulders. Let him keep what he has, let him have more
wealth, more riches, more swollen fortunes, and let him
strictly alone. That is the doctrine, that is the philosophy
taught in this bill.

Here we are after 4 years of taxation outrages and in-
justices. We are asked to come in here today, suspend the
rules, with 20 minutes’ debate on each side, with no oppor-
tunity to speak and deplore the further perpetuation of this
iniquity, no chance to deplore to the masses of taxpayers
what is being done, what is being reenacted under a gag
rule and with no time for consideration, deliberation, or
debate.

Mr. Speaker, I propose not only to protest against this
sort of procedure, I propose to vote against the bill. My
justification in that vote will be found first that the Govern-
ment of the United States has no business to engage in
petty larceny. It has no business to stoop to the level that
is now being perpetuated by reaching out the hand of Gov-
ernment tax collectors, plunging it deep into the taxpayer’s
pockets and filching and extracting therefrom a tax on the
food he eats, the clothing he wears, the automobile that he
rides in, the house in which he lives, and every article and
commodity that he is compelled to use daily, weekly,
monthly, and yearly by this imposition.

Twenty-six States have already adopted sales faxes and
those sales taxes are in most cases in operation. In oppo-
sition to these State and Federal sales and nuisance taxes
and to all such taxes, I lay down five elemental rules.
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First. Our Constitution, our best traditions, and our great-
est historians continually preach the equality of men in the
United States of America. We are taught and we believe
that all men are created free and equal. Assuming those
premises to be correct, then we say that every man, every
woman, and every child has a right to live and to live de-
cently and respectably.

Second. Every man, every woman, and every child has a
right to eat decent, wholesome, satisfying foods.

Third. Every man, every woman, and every child has his
inherent right to attire himself in decent, comfortable, satis-
fying raiment and clothing.

Fourth. When the day’s toil is ended and completed this
same American citizen has a right to indulge in decent,
wholesome recreation, amusement, and entertainment.

Fifth and finally. This same citizen, when he has lived and
served his three score and ten years, or even before, has for
his inherent right, the right to end his days in peace and
comfort without being hounded from the cradle to the grave
by noxious, foul sales and nuisance taxes.

I contend that it is the privilege of American citizens to
purchase the commodities of life, including food and cloth-
ing; to attend the motion-picture performances, the theater,
the circus, to ride in their automobiles, be they Fords or
Cadillacs, to reside in their homes, be they hovel or palace,
without being raided by Uncle Sam and the State govern-
ments every time they buy a commodity, be it a toothpick or
radio.

Simply because this law was enacted under Hoover and
the Republicans does not justify its perpetuation by Roose-
velt and the Democrats. I, too, want to balance the Budget.
I know that the Budget can never be balanced in this man-
ner. I know that the only way the Budget can be balanced
is by taxing wealth, by imposing heavy levies upon inherit-
ances and gifts, and on all large incomes. By that method
England is balancing her Budget. By that method we can
balance our Budget.

As you know, I have voted against all “ gag ” rules. Of all
of them this one is of the worst. The bill we are considering
has a privileged status. It is considered without a rule from
the Committee on Rules. It gives us no chance to reduce
3-cent postage to 2 cents, a wanton, cruel raid upon the
pocketbooks of the pocor. Some have said that this is a
“ fair ” sales tax. My reply is that there is no such animal.
They say that a manufacturing excise fax is a good tax and
a fair sales tax. I deny it, because the manufacturer will
pass it on to the consumer. We are told that we must con-
tinue with these nuisances because there is no other way.
There is another way, but the proponents of this tax refuse
to see it; that is, to tax wealth and riches of this country.

Some may inquire my reason for supporting processing
taxes on farm commodities. Some may claim inconsistency
on my part because of my opposition to nuisance and sales
taxes, and concurrence in the imposition of processing taxes.
My reply is that, first, processing taxes are levied to advance
price levels to producers of farm commodities so that cost
of production may be received by producers. Secondly, the
disparity or difference between producer and consumer is so
great that out of those disparities or differences processing
taxes can be and are readily absorbed by the processors,
handlers, and middlemen, thus imposing no hardship on the
consumer,

Three-cent postage is an outrage—an imposition unwar-
ranted, unjustified, and uncalled for. The Postmaster Gen-
eral has requested that this rate be continued, claiming that
it is necessary to avoid a deficit, claiming that unless this
rate is continued the postal expenses for 1936, which include
steamship and aircraft subsidies and free carriage of Gov-
ernment mail, will be increased by about $75,000,000, all of
which will become an added burden on the general revenues
of the Treasury. That is a clear and deliberate statement
of fact; but, if 3-cent postage is necessary in order to avoid
that $75,000,000 deficit, so that we can continue steamship
and aircraft subsidies, then I say let us do away with those
subsidies once and for all time. Why should the poor tax-
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payer continue to be bedeviled and burdened with 3-cent
postage.

The Ways and Means Committee recommends that all
temporary provisions of the present revenue law which
brings in additional revenue should be extended for a period
of 2 years. Yef in the same breath the committee believes
that these taxes and the higher postage rate should be re-
moved as soon as the condition of the Treasury permits. I
say that time has arrived now. The condition of the Treas-
ury will permit this abundantly if you take wealth and in-
comes accordingly. So that you can determine for your-
self just who and where nuisance and sales taxes pinch
most, I am inserfing at this point tables provided by the
Committee on Ways and Means. [Applause.]

TasLe I—Excise tazes subject to repeal under eristing law

Bection Estimated | Estimated

Tax o= Reventio | “J'naea) | govemue | rovenus

1932 Fear1vie 1035 1938

Lubrieating ol . _._.......... 601(e)(1 $25, 255,000 | $26, 848, 000 | $28, 000, 00D

Brewers' wort, et0-....ce..-. Bﬂl(cg( 3, 040, 000 1,322,000 800, 000

Grape concentrate. . ......._.. 601(e (3; 27,000 2, 000 1, 000

ported petr 501501(1 8, 243, 000 8, 000, 000 8, 000, 000

601 BIES 1, 153, 000 1, 100, 000 1, 100, 000

I wl?n ) 918, 000 §00, 000 900, 000

601 (e)( 800, 000 800, 000 800, 000

Tires and tul ST v 602 27, 630, 000 26, 141,000 | 27, 000, 000

Toilet preparations__......._. 608 10, 813, 000 12, 554, 000 | 12, 000, 000

Furs, 604 7, 662, 000 2,725,000 | 2,500,000

605 4, 669, 000 1,942,000 | 1,800,000

606 5, 048, 000 6,101,000 | 6,300, 000

606 | 32,527,000 | 34,305,000 | 385, 000,000

608 5, 696, 000 6, 128, 000 6, 200, 000

607 3, 157, 000 3,583,000 | 3,700,000

608 5, 526, 000 B, 538, 000 6, 800, 000

609 38, 773, 000 4, 513, 000 4, 600, 000

610 2 511, 000 2,333, 000 2, 300, 000

611 364, 000 345, 000 340, 000

612 6, 971, 000 6, 284, 000 8, 200, 000

wing g 614 651, 000 638, 000 850, 000

Electrical energy 616 33, 134, 000 32, 452,000 | 33, 000, 000

Gasiling: "0 " 0y Ul i 617 | 202,575,000 | 162 059, 000 | 170, 000, 000
Telephone and telegraph mes-

................... 701 19, 251, 000 19, 686, 000 | 20, 200, 000
Loty 72 1} 13,300,000 | 14,300,000 | 14,300,000
Oil by pipe line.______._______. 731 10, 379, 000 9, 585,000 | 9, 600,000

Total 435,073,000 | 391, 274, 000 | 402, 091, 000
Note.—Expiration dates of above taxes all June 30, 1935, except taxes on tires and
tubes, auto trueks, other autos, and auto accessories, which will be on July 31, 1035.
TasrLe II—Ezcise tazes subject to reduction under erisiing law
Estimat?;i{ Esﬂm]ma]o@tg
revenue ann
Bection r':me El;‘;“lr‘::‘[::d rate in- | of revenue
Tax on— Revenue fiseal fiscal year | CTéASES are (if rate in-
Act 1932 | SSCCIe 1985 extended) | cresses are
fiscal year not ex-
1936 tended)
psues of bonds. ... 72 1}62.969,000 | $3, 162,000 | $3,200,000 | $1, 600, 000
723 | 38, 066, 000 | 14,916,000 | 15,000,000 | 8, 000, 000
726 | 7,848,000 | 4,040,000 | 2,700,000 1, 300, 000
711 | 14, 613, 000 | 15, 389, 000 | 16, 000, 000 | 14, 000, 000
63, 486, 000 | 37, 507, 000 | 36, 900, 000 | 24, 900, 000

Norte.—Theexpiration date of the temporary rate increase of the above taxes is June
30, 1635, under existing law.

Tapie III—Summary
Actual revenue from temporary taxes and taxes tem-

porarily increased for fiscal year 1934 ____________ $4098, 559, 000
Estimated revenue from above for fiscal year 1935___ 428, 781, 000
Estimated revenue from above for fiscal year 1936 (if

taxes are continued on existing basis) oo 438, 991, 000
Estimated annual loss of revenue on 1936 basis (if

temporary taxes and rates are not continued)!.._. 426, 991, 000
Estimated annual loss of revenue (if existing tem-

porary law in respect to rates is not con-

tinued) 75, 000, 000

Grand total estimated annual loss of revenue
(if existing temporary laws are not con-
g vy T 3 e S S P S 501, 991, 000

1Loss for fiscal year 1836 would be about $45,000,000 less than
the annual figure given, since collections would be made in the
first 2 months of the fiscal year 1936 on account of sales made in
the last 2 months of the fiscal year 1935. (Postal rates decrease
after June 80, 1835, under existing law.)




9548

LAYING OF CORNERSTONE OF THE NEW POST OFFICE BUILDING AT
BERGENFIELD, N. J.

Mr, KENNEY. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the Recorp and to include therein an
address delivered by J. Austin Latimer, Special Assistant to
the Postmaster General, at the cornerstone laying of a post
office in my district.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New Jersey?

There was no objection.

Mr. KENNEY. Mr. Speaker, under the leave to extend
my remarks in the Recorp, I include the following address
by J. Austin Latimer, Special Assistant to the Postmaster
General of the United States, at the laying of the corner-
stone of the new post-office building at Bergenfield, N. J.,
Saturday, June 15, 1935:

Mr. Chairman, ladies and gentlemen, I am always very happy
when my good friend and your good friend, James A. Farley,
requests me to represent him personally, and this is particularly
true today when I bring to his neighbors his personal greetings
and best wishes, and his sincere regrets that he cannot be with
you.

We of the Post Office Department always find it a pleasure to
deal with your excellent Representative in Congress, and I am
particularly happy to have the honor of appearing on this program
with Congressman Kenney, Mayor Lindstrom, and Postmaster
Stoughton.

This is an important day in the history of Bergenfield, for you
have a just right to be proud of your first federally owned post-
office building, of which we lay the cornerstone today. This new
post office, costing approximately $36,000, will contain more than
twice the floor space of your present rented quarters. It will be
modernistic in design, as befits such a progressive and rapidly
growing borough as Bergenfield. Our records indicate your splen-
did growth—your population practically quadrupled in the 20
years between 1910 and 1930; your postal receipts increased from
$8,371 in 1910 to $19,821 in 1934.

I was interested to learn that the site of this new bullding was
purchased from one Albert V. Demarest, and to note that John Z.
Demarest was your first postmaster, appointed December 11, 1883,
followed by Charles B, Hunter, February 23, 1911; George Breis-
acher, March 1, 1915; Alfred Christie, March 1, 1819; John G.
Stoughton, February 15, 1924,

I understand that the Demarest family is one of the oldest in
this vicinity, the first settler of that name locating here soon after
the middle of the seventeenth century. According to this history,
the territory now included in Bergenfield was first known as
Bchraalenburgh, from the Dutch meaning a barren knoll or hill.
Boon after Matthew Nicols forfeited his grant from failure to settle
sufficient families on the land, David Demarest, a French Huguenot
appeared here. He did not attempt to secure patents from the
governor but bought about 6,000 acres from the Hackensack and
Tappan Indians, which shrewd move put him in peaceful relation-
ship with them and gave him undisputed possession. I believe you
did not become the borough of Bergenfield, however, until 1894.

Bituated in a State that has been aptly termed *“ The Battle-
ground of the Revolution ", because nearly 100 battles, great and
small, were staged on New Jersey's blood-stained soil—more than
were fought in any other of the 13 States—this locallity naturally
witnessed the passings of both armies during that long struggle,
but not only during the Revolution have you been in the midst of
military movements. During the World War, I am told, nearly
1,000,000 troops passed through Bergenfield to Camp Merritt, the
embarkation camp for overseas service, and to other training
camps.

Yours has been an interesting past, and a busy progressive
present. With your strategic location and other natural advan-
tages, I predict for Bergenfield a prosperous and promising future.
It would not surprise me if within the life of many of us present
here today to lay the cornerstone of this modern and adequate
post-office building, that your thriving community would grow to
the point where even larger quarters would be needed to handle
your constantly increasing postal needs, though in planning this
building the Government has tried to look ahead and take care
of the future somewhat as well as of the present.

The postal receipts have long been considered a barometer of
business conditions throughout the country. so when a town
outgrows its postal facilities it is a splendid indication of pros-
perity and well-being, not only in that section but in the country
at large.

Shortly after the present Postmaster General took office, he
found that while the postal receipts were a barometer, they
were sorne months late in registering the rise or fall of business,
and being a business man in every sense of the word. Mr. Farley
at once improved that. A modern system was installed so that
the Department now knows on the 7th of each month the income
for the previous month, and on the 20th we have the complete
accounts. ;

The improved system now enables me to tell you that for the
first 10 months of this fiscal year there has been a gain in postal
receipts of 1015 percent over last year, in the smaller offices
throughout the United States. I am happy to report that the
present year—by which I mean the fiscal year ending June 30,
1935—promises to keep up the good report. April 1935, the tenth
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month of this fiscal year, records the best postal increase of any
month since April 1830, and only a million dollars below that
year. That month’s gain is nearly 156 percent over April 1934,
which translated into dollars and cents means that April 1935,
shows a gain in postal receipts over the same month last year of
more than $7,000,000. And the receipts for May to date show
substantially the same corresponding increase over May of last
year. The budget of the Postal Service has been balanced. Post-
master General Farley has fregently stated his intention of con-
ducting the Postal Service as a public-service establishment
rather than as a profit-making organization, and of returning to
the people in improved service, and to the employees in improved
working conditions, what is received over and above the postal
expenditures.

Incidentally, the erection of every post office, such as this we
celebrate today, is a milestone that marks the Nation's path back
to prosperity. As I have said, the postal receipts are considered a
barometer of business conditions throughout the country, and
there is no more accurate index to our economic progress or de-
cline than the post-office figures. When business goes up, the
postal activities and resulting revenues increase. When business
goes down, the post-office work declines in almost exact ratio.

The present healthy situation of the post-office budget is a
direct reflex of the improvement in business conditions. The in-
dex points to a vast improvement all along the line. However, we
are not out of the woods, of course, though we are well on our
way. Not only does the substitution of black ink for red in draw-
ing up the balance sheets emphasize this fact, but the contrast
between the despair of the depression period and the hopefulness
that now exists among our people tells the same story. As the
Postmaster General so aptly stated at Philadelphia recently—
wherever you turn you see the flowering of our business plants.
It is an economic spring preceding the summer of content, and
you may be assured that precautions will be taken by President
Roosevelt against any unseasonable frost that might spoil the
harvest. He, like New Jersey's own President, Woodrow Wilson, is
a great leader; indeed * one of the few that have a right to rank
with the true makers” and *“far within old darkness’ hostile
lines ” he is advancing and pitching “ the shining tents of light.”

Mr. PITTENGER. Mr. Speaker, may I call the attention
of the House to the fact I was on my feet yesterday just
before adjournment at the same time the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr, MarTin] had the floor, and I made a
reservation of objection, which the Recorp does not show.
I did that for the purpose of trying to find out what would
happen to the omnibus bills, because I had been told earlier
in the day they would not be considered today.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state the request sub-
mitted by the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. TavLor] was
unnecessary, because if the gentleman will read the Private
Calendar rule he will find it is within the discretion of the
Chair whether he will direct the Clerk to call Private Cal-
endar bills on the third Tuesday in the month. There is a
difference with reference to the consideration of bills on the
Private Calendar on the first Tuesday and the third Tues-
day of the month, and if the question had been raised the
Chair states it would have been in the discretion of the
Chair whether he would have ordered the calling of bills on
the Private Calendar.

The Chair may also say, in explanation, that the Chair
feels the Private Calendar may be taken up later in the
session and the entire calendar called, including the omni-
bus bills. The Chair feels, however, that in the interest of
an early adjournment we ought to consider these other
major bills and send them to the Senate and consider the
Private Calendar later on.

Mr. PITTENGER. May I thank the Chair for the state-
ment, because the Recorp as it stands indicates that no one
objected to what was being done, although I would have
objected to the procedure if I had obtained the floor.

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. BLANTON. In view of the special order yesterday
doing away with the consideration of bills on the Private
Calendar today, the bills on the Private Calendar and omni-
bus bills would not be in order today even after we get
through with the A. A. A. amendments?

The SPEAKER. The gentleman is correct. The Chair
may say in explanation of the statement made a while ago
and in further amplification of that statement that the first
section of the rule which applies to the first Tuesday in the
month does not include omnibus bills. It provides that on
the first Tuesday of the month the Speaker shall direct the
calling of the Private Calendar, and the rule cannot be dis-
pensed with except by a two-thirds vote of the House. The
second paragraph, which covers the third Tuesday in the
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month, provides that the Speaker may direct the calling of
the Private Calendar, and there is no provision to the effect
it shall not be dispensed with.

Mr. O'CONNOR. Mr, Speaker, this was all done deliber-
ately and thoroughly and understood when the rule was
adopted.

The SPEAKER. I am sure that is so, and I think the
author of the rule and the House knew that when the rTule
was adopted.

AMENDMENT OF AGRICULTURAL ADJUSTMENT ACT

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House resolve
itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the state of
the Union for the further consideration of the bill (H. R.
8492) to amend the Agriculfural Adjustment Act, and for
other purposes.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill H. R. 8492, with Mr. Cox in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Oregon [Mr. Prercel.

Mr. PIERCE. Mr, Chairman, in the short time allotted
me, I do not expect to be able to discuss this bill in detail,
but under the wise provision that someone started years ago,
giving us permission to revise and extend our remarks in the
Recorp, there will be found at the end of my remarks a
more complete discussion of the problem as a plain, real
farmer sees it.

Mr. Chairman, I remember when I came to this Congress
a little more than 2 years ago, one of the first friendships
I formed was with the genial, brilliant gentleman from Tili-
Jnois, who spoke yesterday for the processors. We had many
things in common. We early became friends. We were
both members of the Agricultural Committee. I said to him
one day: “ Why are you, a Chicago lawyer, on the Agricul-
tural Committee? ” He looked at me and smiled and said:
* Governor, the stockyards are in my district.” I needed no
further explanation. I congratulate the brilliant and tal-
ented attorney for the wonderful defense he made of the
stockyards, the packers, and the processors. We will hear
much of that speech in the coming months.

I sincerely hope someone with the ability of the able
Chairman of the Agricultural Committee, the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. Joxes], will give us a detailed answer to
that marvelous array of, shall I say, misinformation from
the farmers’ point of view.

The millions and billions of dollars that the farmers are
supposed to have received, according to that speech, would
have made us all rich. Most of the money borrowed by
farmers will be returned. Many millions of this borrowed
money have already been returned. Many millions of the
money that you set out in your wonderful array of figures
have not even been appropriated.

Mr. BEAM. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PIERCE. I am sorry I cannof yield.

Mr. BEAM. T just want to correct the gentleman's state-
ment by changing the word * appropriated” to “author-
ized.” If the gentleman will read the Recorp, he will see
that the statement says “ authorized.”

Mr. PIERCE. The Recorp will show the facts.

I want to compliment the chairman of this committee for
his very careful consideration, not only of this bill but of
every hill that came before the Agricultural Committee. He
has certainly displayed a wonderful degree of generalship
harmonizing the requests of the departments and the views
of various members of his committee.

FARM PRICES ARE BETTER

The meat of this whole thing is this: When we passed
the Agricultural Adjustment Act in June 2 years ago the
farmer was geiting less than one-third of the consumer’s
dollar and two-thirds of it was going to the processor and
middleman. Today the best compilations we have show
that the farmer or the producer is getting about 45 cents
out of each consumer’s dollar. The statement of my lawyer
friend that the farmer had a perfect right to take his prod-
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ucts to the ultimate consumer and get 1
consumer's dollar is certainly true, but t chance
farmer of Ohio or the cattleman of Oregon or
man of Nebraska to take the products of
ultimate city consumer and get anything for it?
go through the hands of the processor.

Fifty years or a little more ago, when I commenced my

3

been gradually forced down, reaching 32 cents for the farm-
er’'s share. Since the present administration came into

has flooded Members of the Congress with his propaganda,
threatening us with the dire disaster that will follow if we
pass these simple amendments, to do what? To make more
effective the present act.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. PIERCE. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that I may revise and extend my remarks for those who are
interested in the farmer’s point of view.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Oregon?

There was no objection.

Mr. PIERCE. Mr. Chairman, Charles Beard, in his justly
famous book, The Rise of American Civilization, opens his
chapter on agriculture with words something like these, “In
every age and in every clime where civilization has passed its
mostprmﬁtivermmtherehasalwaysappearedamugmup
of men devoted to finance, commerce, and industry. This
group has always borne down with terrific oppression upon
that group which derived its sustenance from agriculture.”
True in ancient, medieval, and modern days. The early
agriculturists were mere slaves, often tied legally to the soil
and sold with it when transfers of title were made. In
Europe as well as in Asia those who produced the food and
fibers that made possible industry and commerce were mere
peasants, working for a bare subsistence, having nothing left
over after the exactions of landlords and tax gatherers were
met. They had no opportunity to share and to enjoy even
the meager comforts which were then available for the
average man of the time. When America became known to
the farming and middle classes of Europe 300 years ago, a
new vision gave hope o those who tilled the soil and pro-
duced the commodities that civilized men desire. It was a
new vision, because they saw across the stormy ocean a land
where they might acquire title to precious acres, where they
might grow most of the things they needed, be enabled to sell
their surpluses, and become free, independent landholders,
enjoying the fruits of their labors and constructively building
for the future.

FARM CONDITIONS HAVE CHANGED IN AMERICA

In our Colonial era, before the American Revolution, the
larger percentage of the people lived on their own farms,
where they were largely self-sustaining as to food, clothing,
angd housing. The Virginia farmer, as well as the farmer of
New England, cured his own meat, ground his wheat and
corn, eonstructed most of his own implements and tools, and
made his own clothing. The average Colonial farmer sold
about 5 percent of the commodities he produced. He con-
sumed the other 95 percent of his products. The average
present-day farmer must sell about 80 percent of commodi-
ties produced, either in grain or livestock.

Our governmental institutions were worked out and formu-
lated principally by farmers, who had no other ideal than the
economic and social conditions which prevailed in 1787.
They were not able to pull aside the curtain that hid the
future from their day. The wisest men of the day could not
envision the America of today. The isolated, independent
farmer of Revolutionary days is gone forever. Industrial
evolution has settled his fate. In the place of the independ-
ent, individual farmer we have a highly industrialized farm-
ing population.

Not so many years ago, we lived in a world of scarcity.
Clothing was scarce; food was scarce; the few simple ma-
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chines were scarce. Ican, myself, remember when my father’s
binder was the only one in the whole neighborhood, and they
ran it during all the daylight that the long summer days
afforded. Today, even the farm is mechanized, and the
farmer is producing farm commodities on a commercial basis
by means of hired labor and machinery, with little or no work
of his own hands. Such a farmer is a commercial farmer.
Conditions require such a farmer to use machinery in its
most modern, up-to-date form.

On my own farm in Oregon, I have plowed my land with
walking plows and gang plows, with horses and mules for
power. On that farm some three different types of tractors
have been used in the farming operations, as these machines
have become perfected. Land, that it formerly cost me
$1.50 an acre to plow with horses or mules, can today be
plowed for less than 50 cents an acre. This includes not
only the cost of fuel but the upkeep and the wear and tear,
and all items considered. In other words, a farmer who has
any quantity of plowing to do cannot afford, today, to hitch
up his own horses against a Diesel engine, where the actual
fuel cost is about 8 cents an acre for plowing. This machine
age, in which we live, has brought about these same changes
for the majority of all farming activities.

In his diary, George Washington complains of constant
farm losses throughout his long years of experience and
ownership. During the past hundred years, there has been
some farm prosperity, and certainly a hopeful attitude on
the part of the farmer. It appears that even this is gone,
today. I know there are many who say the farmer has been
extravagant and that his troubles have been brought on by
his expensive and costly methods of operating. Speaking
as a real farmer, who has operated under ochanging condi-
tions during 50 years, I wish emphatically to assert, that
I think the farmer is entitled to all of the necessities of
life together with a reasonable share of modern luxuries
and up-to-date machinery. The automobile and fruck are
a necessary part of the commercial farm equipment. The
time was when the farmer could drive his own horse to the
county seat. He raised the feed for that horse on his own
land, and he had a horse growing up in the back pasture to
drive when the other animal had outgrown its usefulness.
Now, if that farmer wants to be a part of the world, and
to enjoy a little of its society, and to keep his boys and
girls around him on the farm, it is necessary for him to
have the modern mechanical devices.

Rural electrification is a subject which is receiving much
attention on the part of this administration. Electric light
and power add much to country life. With the millions of
electric horsepower going to waste down our streams, it is
not right to ask those who live on the farms to do without
this electrical energy which can be produced so cheaply. In
order to facilitate rural electrical development, promoter’s
profits must be eliminated, and the natural resources used
wisely for all mankind and not for the specially favored few.

PERIODS OF AGRICULTURAL PROSPERITY

When the World War was over and the great European
emergency market for the American agricultural products
was brought to a sudden end, there were very few who
properly analyzed the situation. I remember the days of
1920 and 1921 very distinctly. I was then a large producer
of cattle, hogs, and wheat. I often said “ You will never see
wheat less than $1.50 a bushel, and the fat steers and hogs
will always bring at least 10 cents a pound.” Along with
millions of others, I could not envision the dark hours that
were to follow for the farmer. We farmers of America 15
years ago were the most optimistic, happy group of tillers of
the soil the world has ever seen. We had been large bor-
rowers of money; we paid liberal interest; we paid high
taxes; and we were sending our children to college; we were
buying books and manufactured articles from industries.
The future looked bright. We could not foresee the wreck-
age of our hopes and ambitions.

The three periods of great prosperity for the American
farmer were periods of war. The first was that period from
the formation of our Government in 1789 to 1815, the years
in which Napoleon led the armies of the French from Mos-
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cow to Egypt. During those Napoleonic wars, every article
the American farmer produced brought a good price and
he was prosperous. Another great period of prosperity was
during the time of the War between the States. Our third
and last great period of prosperity was that period extend-
ing from 1914 to 1920. No one wants to see war return
anywhere on this earth, even to create prosperity for any
group or class. The point I want to make is that the pros-
perity justly due the farmer has been taken from him by
the three groups mentioned by Beard, those “ devoted to
finance, commerce, and industry.” This always happens
unless their greedy hold is broken by some catastrophe such
as war, which yields them such great profits from other
sources that they temporarily relinquish their throttlehold
upon the farmer. Without governmental backing or coop-
erative organization the individual farmer is as helpless as
a mouse in a cat’s paws.
CAUSES OF AGRICULTURAL COLLAPSE

There must be some sound basic reason or group of causes
which have prevented general and permanent prosperity for
the tillers of the soil, for, in America alone, the tiller in
large part has also been the owner, especially in the North
and West. Various causes for present unhappy conditions
are given by students of agricultural economics, but I am
convinced that we must accept a series of causes which
combined to crush the landowner, First, he paid too large
a share of the taxes for support of Government, because his
wealth was tangible, and the holders of intangible wealth
went scot free under an unjust system of taxation. Second,
he paid too high a rate of interest on the money he was
compelled to borrow for seasonal operations and for pur-
chase of land. Third, he was compelled to pay excessive
profits to speculators in land. Fourth, he was victimized by
the excessive cost of farm machinery, due to uncurbed
trusts. Fifth, excessive freight rates and preferential Gov-
ernment treatment of railroads, with their profits on
watered stock, kept him from his markets. Sixth, tariff
privileges were bestowed by Government on his oppressors
and denied him. Seventh, speculation on commodity ex-
changes in prices of agricultural commodities made his sell-
ing operations a gamble. Eighth, producer organization was
neglected by agricultural colleges and agencies, while they
promoted quantity production. Their shortcomings and
their manipulation by “ finance, commerce, and industry "
resulted in neglect of those aspects of farm life which
should have been studied earlier. Ninth, the farmer follows
a hazardous occupation subject to weather conditions and
fluctuating markets.

With such an array of adverse circumstances, it is not
strange that the farmer is today demanding an economic
reorganization with governmental aid and control.

I am well aware of the fact that since the World War our
greatest difficulty has been the loss of European markets,
where we sold our surplus cotton, wheat, and hogs. Europe
was ready to buy at a fair price because we bought of her,
and because we owed her large sums of money borrowed to
build our railroads and other improvements. That foreign
market collapsed after the World War when an era of bar-
rier tariffs was ushered in by our privileged friends in
“ finance, commerce, and industry.” Nationalism became a
fetish. Germany, France, England, and Italy strove to pro-
duce not only their own wheat and meat but, in fact, every-
thing that they wanted to consume. That spirit of nation-
alism has driven from the high seas the trade of the world.
No longer are our cargoes of farm commodities welcomed in
foreign ports; they are now subject to quotas and to prohibi-
tive tariff walls. Consequently, our surplus has been thrown
back on the American markets, These markets have broken
under the strain, and bankruptcy has followed in the wake
of our orgy of nationalism. Ruin faces not only the farmers
of America but the financiers as well, and also many an in-
dustrial concern that made the betfer part of its profits
from articles manufactured and sold to the farming world.

Value has practically gone out of farming land and it is
my judgment today, that if accurate figures were obtainable,
it would be found that taxes alone are taking over one-half
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of the rental value of the farming lands of America. I
know figures are often quoted showing that the larger per-
centage of the farms in America are not mortgaged and
that a large percentage of the farmers are prosperous. I
challenge those figures. In order to arrive at that conclu-
sion every acre and half-acre lot in every suburban tract
must be counted as a farm. The real honest-to-goodness
farms are 80 percent mortgaged, from the Allegheny Moun-
tains to the Pacific Ocean. When once mortgaged, the farms
are practically lost as far as the farmer is concerned, for at
prices which he can secure now and probably in the future,
there is little or no hope that the farmer can pay the
expenses, taxes and interest, and wipe out the morigage.
GOVERNMENT AID NEEDED

Left to his own resources, the American farmer cannot
recover, He is not only ruined financially himself, but he is
pulling down with him the industrial and financial world.
The ill-fated Farm Board was created to help restore his
prosperity, it failed because it was dominated by that group
devoted to finance, commerce, and industry.

The Agricultural Adjustment Act has helped to bring back
partial prosperity. We must now enact into law these
amendments, H. R. 8492, so that the fight may still continue
to restore parity in exchange to the farming community. By
that I mean that a given quantity of farm commodities
should purchase the same quantity of tax receipts, farm im-
plements, or other articles that the farmer must have, which
would have been purchased in the base period of 1909 to
1914,

Full well do I know that many say “ Let the farmer alone.
He is all right. Do not hamper him with laws.” That doc-
trine ean lead only to trouble. Under present conditions we
must have controlled production or financial failure for the
American farmer. He is still holding a long-view objective
and hopes for a more abundant economy for the industrial
groups. He is sure that with a relief from the exactions of
the financial group there ought to be a profitable market
for everything he will be able to produce.

IMPROVEMENTS WEOUGHT BY TRIFLE A ACT

When this administration came into power farm prices
were approximately 35 percent below the relation of farm
prices to industrial prices which had held for the 20-year
period prior to 1920. Farm prices are still 25 percent below
that relation.

Two years ago this June month we passed the Agriculfural
Administration Act, known as the “ triple A.” It was a bold,
far-seeing, brave, generous conception. It was an attempt
to give the farmer a larger percentage of the dollars that the
consumers paid for the commodities produced. Careful com-
pilations made at that time showed that the producer re-
ceived about one-third of the consumer’s dollar; or, in other
words, it took an average of two-thirds of the amount that
the consumer paid to cover transportation and pay the
profits and expenses of the middle man and the processor.
Never lose sight of the fact that the object of the triple A is
to help and assist the farmer to get a befter price for his
commodities. The real purpose of this act was to give the
farmer a few more cents out of the consumer’s dollar. Care-
ful compilations show that, at the present time, the farmer is
now getting about 45 cents out of each consumer’s dollar in-
stead of the 33%; cents, which he had under the old system.
Those extra cents out of the consumer’s dollar have gone to
the man who milked the cows, raised the hogs and produced
the wheat. No wonder the processor is up in arms! He has
simply flooded the Congress for months with his propaganda,
begging, threatening; in fact, doing everything humanly pos-
sible, and many inhuman things belonging to the category of
the nether regions, to prevent any amendment that would
strengthen the Triple A Act. I know there are a few farm-
ers who will contend that they have never been benefitted
by this act. They are simply deceived, or are the victims of
this propaganda. They have listened to the siren voice of
the processor who would like to have the farmers produce
commodities in immense quantities so that he could get his
rake-off. The processor has been greedy, and he has been
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short-sighted, possibly he has sometimes used this power
corruptly.

Rates for processing and transportation remain the same
whether crops are small or large. In good years and poor
years, those charges are like the laws of the Medes and the
Persians. They hold through all conditions and change only
to be more firmly fixed. They certainly charge all the traffic
will bear, and then some.

FURTHER CONTROL NEEDED

Between 1929 and the spring of 1933, agricultural eom-
modities dropped in price 63 percent, and during the same
period the output dropped only 6 percent. Farm implements
during the same time dropped in price only 6 percent, but
they dropped in output 80 percent. No wonder there was
trouble. Implement makers had econtrol of production.
Farmers did not have that control.

In spite of the drought and agricultural curtailments of
crops, the total volume of farm commedities in 1934 was only
15 percent under the production of 1929, while industrial
production was off 42 percent during the same period. In
1870, 53 percent of the gainfully employed were on farms;
they received 26% percent of the total income. In 1932, 62
years later, 23 percent of the gainfully employed were on
farms, but they received only 7% percent of the income. All
the immense profits that had resulted from the use of ma-
chines and modern methods had been absorbed by that group
mentioned by Beard, those devoted to “ finance, commerce,
and indus

FRICE FIXING NOT INCLUDED

I have never in the past been an adveoeate of prices fixed
by Government mandate. It has never seemed to me possible
for the Government to fix the prices without injury te many
people and many interests. I am free to confess that my
service on the Agricultural Committee for three sessions of
Congress has somewhat softened my opposition to price fix-
ing, and, after listening to hours of hearings, I am beginning
to wonder if we may not be approaching the time when fixed
prices for farm commodities will be a part of the agricultural
program. The Triple A Act does not attempt to do this. It
is based upon the theory that if we could eut down the
amount of our farm commodities so that we would consume
what we raised, and provide a normal carry-over granary, the
prices of farm commodities would regulate themselves.

BENEFIT PAYMENTS ARE LIFESAVERS

Those who cooperate in reducing the gquantity so that
there shall be no exportable surplus are rewarded by benefit
payments. I do not know what farmers in some parts of my
district would have done had it not been for the money
they received by way of the benefit payments. In many
counties that I represent on this floor there are scores of
farmers who have found those benefif payments a sort of an
insurance, enabling them to pay taxes, clothe their families,
and send their children to school.

FARM INCOME HAS INCREASED

Substantial improvement has been made under the present
administration. In 1932 the farm cash income was $4,328,-
000,000. In 1934 it was $6,100,000,000, an increase of 41 per-
cent. The value of this advance was partially lost by the
fact that during the same period nonagricultural commodi-
ties advanced 15 percent over the price in 1932.

About 23 percent of the Nation’s gainfully employed are
farming. In 1932 that 23 percent of our population received
only 7% percent of total income. In 1934 that same farm-
ing population received 10% percent. The farmer is not get-
ting one-half of his share yet, but there has been a real
improvement.,

In 1934 the purchasing power of units of farm products
averaged 73 percent of the pre-war level. In March 1933, at
the low point, it stood at 55 percent of pre-war level.

UNFAIR PRACTICES MUST BE STOFPED

There never has been justification for raising the price of
flour and bread as the millers and bakers have done. They
have forced flour and bread prices higher, using the process-
ing taxes for an excuse for their unjustifiable increases.
Actually the increase in the price of bread has been 2 cents
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a loaf; the farmer got out of that increase one-half of 1
cent a loaf. The cotton farmer received about 8 cents in-
crease on a pair of overalls. Other articles were in like
proportion, but the processor and the seller reaped immense
profit. A neighbor in my home county reported to me last
week that wheat was down to 51 cents a bushel and local
flour $1.84 for a 50-pound sack. Af this price for flour,
wheat should sell for $1.64, including the processing tax of
30 cents; the farmer should net $1.34. Someone is making
too much. Why not divide more equally? It is our business
to regulate this, A congressional investigation should be
made at once, and, if it reveals what I expect, it should be
followed by drastic legislation next session.
AMENDMENTS OVERCOME CONSTITUTIONAL DIFFICULTIES

The National Industrial Recovery Administration made
an attempt to force the business world to sell to the con-
sumer at reasonable prices and to pay reasonable wages.
Unfortunately, the chiseler, the obstructionist, and the courts
have ruined that experiment. The Agricultural Adjustment
Act is also a finely conceived attempt to give to agriculture
a chance to exist, a chance to receive a reasonable price for
the products of labor, so that interest and taxes may be paid,
so that the steady march of the American farmer toward
peasantry may be stayed. It must not be ruined by court
decree or legislative act.

These triple A amendments, which our Committee on Agri-
culture is offering today and asking this House to pass,
amend the present law in several important particulars.
They are carefully drawn to meet the requirements laid
down by the Supreme Court in their recent Schechter deci-
sion. In that case, which is now history, the Supreme Court
held thrat Congress could not delegate its legislative power,
except within certain limitations. This Supreme Court de-
cision is the most important and far-reaching decision that
has come from that august tribunal since the Dred Scott
decision, 78 years ago.

Our American citizens demand an end to the present in-
human and cruel economic system upheld by the Supreme
Court in the Schechter case. We must find a way to legis-
late within the Constitution so that Government shall be
allowed to act in all respects for the protection of the citi-
zens. We believe we have provided, in this pending bill, all
the specifications and rules, all of the conditions that the
Supreme Court will find necessary to make an order of the
Secretary of Agriculture constitutional.

COMMODITIES INCLUDED IN THE AMENDMENTS

The commodities under discussion for inclusion through
amendment were fruits, vegetables, and milk. Canned fruits
and vegetables were omitted from the operation of the act
because it was believed by the committee that, in a large
measure, vegetables and fruits for canning were produced
by farmers very closely tied in with the canners. In many
cases the canning and producing are cooperative enter-
prises. It was thought by the committee that it was not
best to have any agreements or orders pertaining to these
industries at the present time. Hence, they were omitted,
as were apples. Other fresh fruits and vegetables remained
in the list. Soybeans and tobacco were included because
it was thought by the majority of the committee that the
same rules that applied to fresh vegetables and fruit could
be applied to tobacco and soybeans. The most important
commodity covered by these amendments is milk and its
products. Milk today is a necessity and its production and
distribution is a utility charged with public use. There is
no food that our people depend upon as much as milk and
its products. It is believed that when the final test comes
before the Supreme Court this law will be found to be con-
stitutional. I regret to state that it was concluded by the
committee that it would not be best to include wool and
mohair because we are still importers of wool and rules were
difficult to formulate.

PROCESSING TAXES

Processing taxes of nearly a thousand million dollars have
been collected under the act; and should the Supreme Court
of the United States declare unconstitutional the original
Triple A Act, and if there be no prohibitive legislation, the
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processors may demand that the Government return to them
this immense sum of money. This would be most unfair and
unjust because, generally, the processor has passed on to
the consumer the charge for the amounts of money col-
lected. It would be unjust to repay to processors millions
of dollars which they paid in the first instance, and then
made their customers pay back to them in the higher price
of the processed goods.

It is the belief of the committee that this amendatory act
will prevent suits from being filed that will have any stand-
ing in a court of law or equity. For this one reason, if for no
other, this bill should be passed now at this session. The
act also provides that in the future this processing tax shall
be collected under the taxing power of the United States,
using an entirely different power upon which to base the
right to levy the tax, one that the courts, we feel certain,
will hold constitutional.

CONTEOL OF SURPLUS AND IMPORTS

In this bill, H. R. 8492, now pending, there is a provision
that 30 percent of our customs duties shall be kept in a
separate fund and be used by the Seeretary of Agriculture
to assist in an effort to bring back price parity between agri-
culture and industry. This will amount to about $100,-
000,000 annually and may be used to—

(1) Encourage the exportation of major agricultural commodi-
tles and products thereof by the payment of benefits in connec-
tion with the exportation thereof or of indemnities for losses in-
curred in connection with such exportation; (2) encourage the
domestic consumption of such commodities or products by di-
verting them, by the payment of benefits or indemnities, or by
other means, from the normal channels of trade and commerce;
(3) purchase or lease, on behalf of the United States, submarginal
agricultural and lands; and (4) finance adjustments in

the quantity planted or produced for market of agricultural com-
modities,

This provision follows some of the principles of the Grange
debenture plan and the McNary-Haugen bill.

Particularly will these provisions benefit the Pacific North-
west, where we annually raise 80,000,000 bushels of wheat,
more than half of which must be exported from that coast.
In that great region we are handicapped by a railroad rate
of 42 cents a bushel on wheat to the Missouri River. Under
the pending bill the Secretary of Agriculture will be author-
ized to use money to export that regional surplus as he did
a year ago when he took 28,400,000 bushels of surplus wheat
out of the Northwest at a loss to the A. A. A. fund of a little
more than six and a half million dollars, or 23 cents a bushel,
for the purpose of stabilizing prices.

There is also another provision in this bill that should
endear it to the heart of every agriculturist, and that is the
provision that will make it possible for the President prac-
tically to prohibit the importation of agricultural products
from foreign counfries. He shall .do this when he learns
through his fact-finding boards that the importation of these
farm commodities is not necessary for the maintenance of
our people or to fill a normal granary, but that such imports
are used to break our domestic markets or to “render in-
effectual or materially interfere with any program or opera-
tion to the Secretary of Agriculture to benefit agriculture.”
I believe the day is close at hand, unless there is a decided
change in the nationalistic sentiment so prevalent in the
world today, when we must absolutely prohibit the importa-
tion of any agricultural product that can be produced in the
United States. This section of the bill probably goes as far
as we ought to go at the present time.

THIS CAREFULLY PREPARED EILL SHOULD PASS

I can assure you no bill of this session could have received
more care and attention, more thoughtful study. For hours,
days, and weeks the Agricultural Committee has labored
faithfully, and we believe we have brought for final passage
before this House the most important bill of this session. It
would be a calamity to see this bill fail of final enactment.
It would not only be a calamity but it would be an irreparable
disaster. Congressmen who represent particularly the in-
dustrial and financial districts should vote for this bill for
their own safety and the safety and well-being of our entire
people. Those devoted to finance, commerce, and industry
are dependent upon farm prosperity.




1935

* The American farmer will not be forced to peasantry
without one most desperate struggle. He and his family
have tasted of the better things of life. He has the right to
vote and he will rise up with the power that he has. He may
be driven to follow demagogues, he may wreck this very Gov-
ernment itself, but he will not tolerate loss of home, occupa-~
tion, and self-respect. He has lost through court decision
the opportunity to save his farm from foreclosure pending
return of values. This Congress has been gravely negligent
in omitting legislation providing a moratorium by means
already held constitutional in the Minnesota case,

We who sit in this Hall today may be very conservative
compared to the group that may follow us. Should this bill
fail of passage, or should it fail to accomplish the purpose
that we believe it will accomplish, then danger threatens. A
vote for this bill is a vote to establish stability and confidence
in the farming world.

Mr, HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Iowa [Mr, GILCHRIST].

Mr. GILCHRIST. Mr. Chairman, the committee has
worked diligently upon this bill for 4 months, and since the
middle of February. There was another bill before the com-
mittee, which was referred to yesterday by the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. Beam], which was open to the objections
that he recited, but there is no one of those objections that
is relevant to the bill now before us. I could spend 2 hours
in showing you this, but the best proof of it is that when the
original bill came to a vote in the committee it passed the
committee by a vote of 11 to 13 and then was recalled and a
new bill substituted, which new bill eliminated the faults of
the old one.

The new bill is now before you. It is not open to any of
the objections proposed by the gentleman from Illinois—not
one of them. For example, the gentleman referred to the
colloquy he had with Mr. Davis with respect to 1,000,000 being
affected by the old bill. That was possibly true at that time,
because the old bill related to all processors, to all handlers,
and to every grocery man, either at a crossroads or in the
cities, who might be selling a can of peas or a pound of
potatoes. All of those things have been taken out of the
pending bill. It does not affect retailers or producers. There
is nothing left of them. I do hope that when gentlemen come
to vote upon this bill they will make up their minds on the
facts with regard to the bill now before us, and on noth-
ing else. Do not be misled by arguments directed against a
bill that is dead and has been buried in the committee for
months,

Mr. Chairman, there was an old agriculture which had to
do with old-style things, where the farmer was a self-suffi-
cient man and self-contained man living with his family upon
the farm. They produced and made for themselves nearly
everything needed. I can remember my grandmother making
tallow candles. I can remember the old spinning wheel, and
soon. In my 15 minutes I cannot dwell on these things, But
there is now a new agriculture, and the agriculturalist is in
business just as much as the banker or the merchant or the
broker who deals in stocks or bonds. This new agriculture
is a commercial business. Under conditions that have been
existing since I was a boy in northwest Iowa, covering a
period of time greater than I care to admit here, agriculture
has been broke almost twice in every generation of man-
kind. I have seen the farms sold. The time comes in the
life of nearly every family on the farm when the father dies
and the mother dies and the eldest son puts a mortgage on
the farm to pay out the other children. Then adversity
comes. Prices go down. However diligent and honest and
careful he may be, the owner finds himself overwhelmed by
conditions which he cannot remedy or overcome, and for
which he was not responsible.

After that I have often seen the sheriff come to sell that
old homestead farm. It has happened in my family, and it
may have happened in your family. I am asserting that
agriculture has been broke or “busted ”, to use a very sug-
gestive term, practically once, and possibly twice, in every
generation of mankind, as the game has been practiced out
on the farms of Iowa. And the theory has been that agri-
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culture must take what it can get under a sort of seepage
theory. Let the rich and those who are in commercial busi-
nesses prosper—and I want them to prosper; I am not going
to make a demagogic speech here—but let those at the top
prosper, and then there will be sufficient seepage from above
down below to the farmer, the agriculturalist. The theory
is that it will be a good deal like Lazarus and the rich man.
There will be enough crumbs fall from the rich man’s table
so that Lazarus can at least eke out a living. So it has come
to pass that many folks believe that the farmer should have
only the necessities. I have here in my hand a letter from
a man who is a great packer in the city of Newark, Ohio.
He pretends to tell me, who have lived on a farm in north-
western Iowa and watched farmers all of my life, that the
trouble with the farmers is, first, that they spend too much
time in town; and, second, that they do not limit themselves
to necessities. The letter is dated March 22, There is no
group of men on earth who work so much and so diligently
and for so many hours as do the farmers. In the summer-
time they work 12 and 14 hours per day and in the winter-
time 10 hours per day. Necessities! So this packer says that
they spend so much for luxuries that they have nothing
left for necessities. I hold it to be true that the best things
we can do for all of our people, whether they work in the
mines or in the textile factory or on a farm, is to give them
sufficient income so that they can live in comfort and cul-
ture and have the beautiful things and good schools and good
churches and good homes and all of the other things that
twentieth century civilization calls for. There is no reason
why a farmer should not have an automobile. If there is
any one man on earth who ought to have an automobile it
is the farmer. I do not have one here in Washington and
do not have to have one. I can take the street cars and the
taxis, but the farmer is so isolated that he must have and
use one. His wife and family should have schooling and
churches and fine things that make for culture and for
decent living. I am willing to go with the textile boys. I
want their workmen to have the same kind of treatment.
I want the boys who work in the mines to have the same kind
of treatment, but the farmers have not yet had it.

There are too many folks who are like the man who wrote
this letter, who think the farmers ought to limit themselves
to necessities—no silk dress for the farmer’s wife, no auto-
mobile for the farmer, a crust of bread and a bone is enough,
existence only. That is where a lot of opposition to this
bill arises.

I cannot dwell on that. I have only 15 minutes. There
has been too much interference with the farmer. He is
interfered with by the grain importations. We ought to
give him the American market. We ought to prevent black-
strap and tapioca coming in from foreign fields, so that the
farmer would have a right to that market. The farmers
have been compelled to compete with Government agencies.
For example, there are the reclamation projects. The Gov-
ernment is paying for them. If the Government would set
up a Government textile factory and start the manufacture
of textiles, what would the boys in the East and the South
say to that? But that is exactly what the Government is
doing with the farmer. Then there is the spread hetween
price of agricultural products as sold by the farmer and as
paid for by the consumer. It is entirely too much. One
could make an oration on that for hours. I went down here
the other day and saw potatoes au grautin at 40 cents a
service. The trouble with the farmers is that they cannot
raise potatoes “au grautin” and get $50 to $100 a bushel
for them. If we could regulate these things so as to give
them a proper and decent percentage of the price the con-
sumer pays, the farmer would be much better off; and
possibly we would not have to put into force these positive
ways of assuring them a parity price and of assuring the cost
of production for the things that society gets from them. No
man has a right to eat the bread they produce without
paying for its cost. No group has a right to mooch upon
some other group. ' ; )

Gentlemen yesterday talked about parity. The gentleman
from Chicago [Mr. Beam], able as he is, told you that farm
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prices had doubled. ¥Yes. What does that mean? Double
zero, and what do you get? Double corn at 10 cents, and
what does that mean? Twenty cents. Yes; corn has dou-
bled. Wheat at 30 cents. Double that. Sixty cents for
wheat. Yes; wheat has doubled; but, Mr. Chairman, when
you get down to the actual proposition in hand, you will
find that everything that the farmer buys has quadrupled,
so that today the official figures, without dispute, show
something that the gentleman did not say yesterday. Why
do not they tell the whole truth? A half truth is as decep-
tive sometimes as a fraudulent statement.

They ought to be fair about it. The farmer’s price has not
come yet to parity. He is now, this day, carrying a heavy
burden in the economic race with other business men.

How can he compete that way? How can I succeed in a
race with you if a 15-pound ball is chained to my feet? The
bill has not been in operation above 2 years. Farm com-
modity prices have improved because there has been a deval-
uation in the dollar, but the principal thing that has made
the approach toward parity is because there has been an
unprecedented drought. The crop was cut short, so that you
get a good price for corn if you have any, but you do not have

‘any. When you talk about the rise in the price of corn, you
are talking about a bushel of corn that the farmer does not
have.

Mr. HOPE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GILCHRIST, I yield.

Mr. HOPE. In other words, the parity in price does not
necessarily mean parity in income?

Mr. GILCHRIST. No; nor in prosperity.

I do not know of a single farmer that would not be willing
to give the boys in the industrial field prices that will put
them up to parity. Since I have been in Congress I have
voted for every one of these things that would return good
income and wages to workingmen.

Now the time has come for you to understand this bill—
not H. R. 5585 under discussion a few months ago, which the
Committee refused to put on passage.

There has been a great deal of misinformation and mis-
understanding in describing this bill. I have letters from men
in which they said that it will put a processing tax on every
product the farmer raises. That is not so. This does not put
a processing tax on a single article that did not heretofore
have a processing tax on it or was not subject heretofore to
such a tax. This bill does not increase processing taxes upon
anything. It adds no new taxes. Why not be fair about it?

A certain chamber of commerce said that the bill took
away every semblance of human rights. The bill does not
do anything of the kind. As now written, it simply adds a
few regulations to cover certain products such as milk and
a few of what they call “ specialty products ”, which experi-
ence has shown is necessary, in order to do what? Why, in
order to give the farmer an honest price and a decent
living,

Mr. Chairman, at Springfield, Ill., last week there was a
gathering of folks who called themselves “ Grass Root”
Republicans. At that meeting Governor Lowden was the
principal speaker. Governor Lowden is an Iowa boy, born
in a little village in Towa. His father was a blacksmith. He
went forth into the world from a humble home and became
the Governor of a great State. He is revered and loved by
hundreds of thousands of farmers and of Republicans. He
made a speech in 1926, and I will just quote one sentence
from the speech on account of my short time.

Under present conditions we have this anomoly: The farmer
is not nearly so likely to suffer from a short crop as from a
bumper crop.

He wrote an article published in the World’s Work, and
another one for the Review of Reviews, in which he said——

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Iowa
[Mr. GiLcurisT] has expired.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman from
Iowa 3 additional minutes.

Mr. GILCHRIST. I will not continue to read the quota-
tion, but I will put it in my extension of remarks. That is
the theory that Governor Lowden has had during these
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years. That is the theory of this bill and of the A. A. A.
It is the theory of Henry Wallace, another great Iowa prod-
uct. God Almighty has had a great deal to do with raising
farm commodity prices because of the drought that has
existed, but I think the Agricultural Act has had something
to do with it also. Furthermore, Governor Lowden at that
convention last week said:

So long as we have a protective tariff for the benefit of industry

we must give agriculture a corresponding benefit for that portion
of the product of the soil which goes into domestic consumption,

And this bill is for the purpose of giving a corresponding
benefit to agriculture.

I stand for those things. It is good Republicanism. It is
espoused by such men as Governor Lowden and other Repub-
licans, and it is not partisan. I think everyone on the Re-
publican side of this committee is going to vote for this bill.
I think all the Democratic Members, except possibly one,
will vote for it also. There is absolutely no partisanship in
this bill. It will help to restore farm prices, and until this
is done there will be no prosperity for anyone.

I cannot close without paying my small tribute to the
Chairman of this great Committee on Agriculture. Splendid
as he is in character, intelligence, and ability, it is a pleasure
to work under him as we have done for the last 4 months,
It is also a pleasure to work with my colleague, the leader on
the Republican side of that committee, Mr. Hoprg, of Kansas.
There are just two men in this Congress who know all about
agricultural legislation and agricultural regulations, and if
I had to tell you their names, one of them would be MarvIN
Jones, of Texas, and the other would be Crirrorp Horg, of
Kansas. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Iowa
has again expired.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Alabama [Mr. STARNES].

Mr. STARNES. Mr. Chairman, we have before us one of
the most imporfant measures that this House has been
called upon to consider at this session of Congress. I think
that our able chairman and the members of that committee
are to be congratulated on the unremitting toil and effort
they have put forth in order to bring to us this perfected
bill.

There have been voices raised in criticism of this meas-
ure. This measure seeks to do simple, elemental justice to
the greatest consuming group in American life today, the
American farmer. Those voices come from a section which
has long prospered at the expense of the farmers of this
Nation and other sections of this country. We should either
have a tariff for all or a tariff for none. That is the real
battle cry of the American farmer today. For more than a
century in the history of this country the American farmer
has paid tribute to a certain section of this country in the
form of a tariff, and it is nothing more, as I stated in the
beginning, than simple, elemental justice that the farmers
should receive just recognition at this late hour. If we de-
stroy the processing tax feature of this measure we destroy
the heart of the measure.

What does the farmer seek at our hands? He is not com-
ing here asking for any special privileges. No high-powered
or highly paid propagandists have been raising their voices
in behalf of the farmer, but we are merely giving to the
farmers of this country justice so long delayed. We must
restore the prosperity of the farmer before we can restore
the prosperity of this Nation.

What has the A. A, A. done? Let us speak of terms of
benefit when we speak of legislation. We have been accused
of passing destructive legislation. We have been accused of
attempting to pass legislation which would destroy the ini-
tiative of the American cifizen, which would destroy indi-
vidualism, which tended toward collectivism and commu-
nism; but this measure gives to the greatest single group in
this country an opportunity to live and to live decently. The
farmer asks for no special favor at your hands and mine.
He simply asks for a square deal. He seeks not special privi-
leges. He does not want a dole, and he resents the idea of
charity. All he asks is that he be placed on a parity with
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industry and other organized groups in this country who
have been able, through organization methods, to get special
benefits from this Congress. [Applause.]

The administration of the A. A. A. has been of untold
benefit to the farmer, It has sought to balance production
with demand. It has revived a prostrate agriculture and
breathed the hope of life in the hearts of millions of our
people. The following statistics will show the financial
benefits to the Nation by reason of the operation of the
principles of the A, A, A, to wit:

1. Farm cash income:

1932_ 4, 328, 000, 000

1933 $5, 051, 000, 000

1934 e e e e ot €6, 100, 000, 000
2. Percent increase in cash income, 1834 over 1932_ 41
3. Percentage of rental and benefit payments to

farm cash income:
1933 2.8
1934 el 7.3

4. Index of average farm prices (pre-war 100):
In December 1933

5. Percent farm prices were of parity:
December 1933
December 1934
6. Number of production control oontracts in effect:
At close of 1933 -~ 1,
At close of 1934 — 3, 699
7. Percent of total farm cash income in 1933 con-
tributed by commodities now covered by pro-
duction-control programs._ oo 49.9
8. Nm&:lbetr of marketing agreements and licenses in
effect:
At close of 1033
At close of 1934

The farmer is told by the industrialists that by subscrib-
ing to the principles of the A. A. A. he is losing his initiative,
individualism, and his constitutional liberty. The indus-
trialist argues that the farmer should be permitted to work
as many hours per day and night as he desires, to produce
in unlimited quantities, and to sell in an open and unpro-
tected market. He is willing for the farmer to produce and
sell cotton at 5 cents per pound, corn at 25 cents per bushel,
wheat at 33 cents per bushel, and hogs and livestock at a
price below the price of production. Strange to relate, the
industrialist does not practice the theory and doctrine he
asks the farmer to accept. Some figures with reference to
this phase of the problem will prove illuminating. The vol-
ume of farm production in 1934 was only 15 percent below
that of 1929. By contrast, the volume of industrial produc-
tion in 1934 was 42 percent below that of 1929. Industrial
prices received the support of a greater curtailment of pro-
duction than did agricultural prices. While prices of in-
dustrial products declined 14 percent, farm prices declmed
40 percent.

The effect of increasing the farm cash income since 1932
has been to increase refail and wholesale trade. A study
made in 10 Southeastern States showed that shipments of
industrial goods from 16 Northeastern States had increased
38.8 percent during the year ending June 30, 1934, as com-
pared with the year ending June 30, 1933.

. The effect of the increase in farm cash income has en-
abled the farmer to pay his debts, save his farm, buy neces-
sities for his family, and to indulge in the fond hope that his
years of unremitting toil will be rewarded by raising the
social and economic standards of his family life.

Let us pass this measure for the benefit of those who have
toiled through the years without asking special favors at our
hands. They have shown a wonderful spirit of cooperation.
During the past year they have expressed their sentiments
toward this measure by cooperating with the program of the
Department of Agriculture and by their votes on the ques-
tion of continuing the policies of the A. A. A. They ask no
more of us than to give this program an opportunity to
function. We can do no less. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Ala-
bama [Mr. Starnes] has expired.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 minutes to the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. O’MaALLEY].

Mr. O'MALLEY. Mr. Chairman, since I have been a
Member of this House I have supported almost every bill
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that has come before the House which had for its purpose
relief for agriculture. I represent a constituency that has
few, if any farms. My objection to this particular bill,
however, is the continuation of that vicious, un-American,
and discriminatory processing tax, because I believe it is
nothing but what its name implies, the process of mak-
ing the underpaid worker and underpaid consumer of the
cities provide the funds fo enable the farmer to get out
of the depression caused by the concentration of wealth in
the hands of the few. My personal opinion is that most
of this money from the processing tax does not go to create
more purchasing power among the farmers, but it goes to
the bankers who hold the mortgages and charge the farmers
the high interest upon their loans made on agricultural
lands in the good years. Processing taxes, parity prices,
and a lot of the other buncombe will not help the farmer
until his debt burden is scaled down and refinanced.

The Frazier-Lemke bill, in my opinion, was a practical
way by which the farmer could be brought back to his own,
in this country. That bill provided for the refinancing and
1eorganizing of the capital structure of the farms in much
the same way that big business is refinancing its debts under
the Bankruptcy Act. Mr. Wallace let the cat out of the bag
as to the real, underlying purpose of this processing tax,
when in his remarks before the committee, he said that
the processing tax would be figured high enough to make
the parity price include the mortgage and the interest
charges that the farmer has to pay to his overlords and
overseers, the bankers.

I submit, Mr. Chairman, it is unfair for us to pass legis-
lation which compels the poor of the cities to help the
poor of the farms—the blind to lead the blind. It is abso-
lutely unfair to dip into the almost empty pockets of the
people of the city for a processing tax to help the farmer to
get prices sufficiently high to pay the unequal tribute to the
bankers that now makes farming unprofitable. Through
the processing taxes the consumer is taxed to pay the farmer
a bonus to enable the farmer to raise less to charge the
consumer more! If this is not the most illogical, asinine,
and cockeyed plan that could be conceived, I am unable to
reason. I wonder how many of the farmers who have
received processing-tax checks have actually been able to
buy more than the necessities of life? I have not yet seen
a statement from the Department of Agriculture as to how
many farmers have been able to reduce the debts upon
their farms by reason of these processing taxes.

The theory of the processing tax is that it comes out of
the processor. Everybody knows the tax comes from the
consumer. For instance, let us take wheat and the finished
product produced from wheat, bread, which the poorest
citizens of this country, many of them on relief, need as
part of their daily diet. Mr. Wallace says a bushel of wheat
will produce 40 loaves of bread. If he is no better at baking
bread than this statement would indicate, it would seem that
it were better for him to farm the farmers of America than
to engage in the baking business. I have been told by those
who ought to know, that with 58 pounds of flour to a bushel
of wheat, approximately 67'% loaves of bread can be pro-
duced from that bushel. I refer o the common chain store
bakery kind of bread and not the kind they tell us mother
used to make. This being the case, it does not take much
of a mathematician to figure that with a process tax of 30
cents a bushel on wheat and the market price of 35 cents a
bushel, that the processing tax plus the market price makes
65 cents, or 1 cent additional per loaf of bread cost to the
consumer. But the price of bread since these processing
taxes were levied, has increased approximately 2 cents a
loaf. This means that the consumer of bread, be he on re-
lief where one loaf of bread can mean the difference be-
tween an empty stomach and a full one, or be he a small
wage earner with little enough with which to support his
family, has to pay this increase of nearly 2 cents per loaf of
bread. This means that the processing tax has cost the con-
sumer of the finished product of wheat, approximately $1.37
per bushel more when he gets that bushel in loaves of bread
than it did before this tax levy. Thus the consumers of the




9556

country are paying the chain stores or the bakeries or some-
body else, even 1 cent extra for each 1-cent collection by
the processing tax supposedly finding its way into the pocket
of the farmer. Thus, in addition fo being a levy to sup-
posedly help the farmer, the process tax becomes a dis-
guise and an excuse for more price gouging from the con-
sumer,

Pursuing this line of thought, if the farmer bought bread
on the market he would pay out in increased cost to the
processor and the seller of bread the 1 cent that he gets
under the guise of a processing tax.

I am perfectly willing to vote again for a bill like the
Frazier-Lemke bill which has for its purpose a refinancing
and reduction of farm mortgage charges, but I object to a
policy that makes one group of the masses of this country
reach into the pockets of another underpaid and hungry
group to help bring the agriculture out of a financially rigged
and Wall Street conducted depression.

Mr. Chester Davis, in an article in yesterday’s paper, had
this to say about the lack of any need for more processing
taxes on the food and clothing of America’s “ still forgotten ”

masses:
DAVIS, OF A. A. A,, GIVES HIS ANNUAL REPORT

A. A, A, Administrator C. C. Davis reported today on his organi-
zation’s 1934 activities and dedlcated it to a policy of “ controlled
expansion, in step with increasing domestic and foreign demand.”

He said it was up to industry to produce further improvement
in farm income.

“ Bince the agricultural price level is now being largely supported
by shortages due to an unprecedented drought, it is doubtful
whether further increases in agricultural prices would be practical
at present ", Davis wrote.

* Improvement in the exchange value of agricultural for indus-
trial products can be accomplished, then, either through lowering
industrial prices and costs or through such a rise in city buying
power as would support an increase in farm prices and in the
farmer’s share of the national income.”

I submit that if you pass this bill every Member who repre-
sents a city will find it costly, for the one thing their con-
stituents will remember is that it reaches into the pockets of
these underpaid and unemployed citizens for their few
remaining pennies.

Mr. HOEPPEL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. O'MALLEY, I yield.

Mr. HOEPPEL. The best way to get this money would
be by a general tax levy, instead of taxing the unemployed,
as happens in the processing-tax procedure.

Mr. O'MALLEY. I propose to offer an amendment when
the bill is read under the 5-minute rule, so that the con-
sumers of the city will know just how much this “ poor-help-
the-poor ” program of farm relief we have had for 2 years
is costing them. I will propose that each processed article
bear a tag showing just what the processing tax on the
article amounts to. Then we shall know whether or not the
consumers are footing the whole bill, when the bankers who
hold the farmers in bondage to huge mortgage and interest
payments should be the ones to pay for the farmers’ recovery.

Mr. PIERCE. The facts of the case are that the farmer
gets but one-half a cent out of each dollar of increase.
© Mr. O'MALLEY. It is time the consumers knew what was
being done in the name of the processing {ax, and not compel
them to be the goats for an atheistic, unsound, and suicidal
plan that literally flies in the face of the Creator by paying
money to destroy the bounty which His benign hand has
lavished upon America, the favored of all nations under His
firmament.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. RICH. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the chair-
man of the committee a question for the purpose of getting
information with regard to the processing tax.

Mr, JONES. Mr. Chairman, I have promised all my time.
If later I find I have any time remaining, I shall be glad to
yield to the gentleman.

Mr. RICH. I am sorry the gentleman cannot yield.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 minutes to the
gentleman from California [Mr. Leal.

Mr. LEA of California. Mr. Chairman, I am in sympathy
with the general purposes of this bill. I make no criticism
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of the committee members. I realize they have worked
faithfully and deserve the commendation of the Membership
of this House.

I believe, however, that certain provisions of the bill in an
important respect deserve criticism.

My particular criticism is directed at the nonbasic com-
modities provisions of the bill.

The provisions relating to these commodities prescribe no
uniform system by which the farmers of the country on an
equal basis may receive the benefits of this bill. Instead of
providing a common standard under which the growers of
any products may qualify for the benefits under this bill the
committee have designated certain specific products and
excluded all others.

This method of procedure has eliminated from the benefits
of this bill certain important products which were operating
under marketing agreements in 1934. Canned cherries,
peaches, olives, and asparagus, all heretofore under market-
Ing agreements, are excluded from benefits under this bill.
For instance, in 1933 and 1934, in my own State cling peaches
were handled under a marketing agreement to the advantage
of the industry. They are eliminated from the benefits of
this bill. Cling peaches are of no particular value except
for canning so the whole cling-peach industry is excluded
without any just reason. All canned fruit is eliminated.

The California Legislature at a recent session by act
provided for the State to cooperate with the Federal Gov-
ernment in carrying out marketing agreements. That act
provided that all the farmers of our State on showing the
approval of a sufficient majority of the producers of any one
product would be entitled to the benefits of the act. All
agricultural products were intended to be placed on an equal-
ity and have an equal opportunity to come into the program.

The bill before the House plays favorites. Those favored
cooperate to exclude other producers. Congress selects the
particular products that may get the benefits. The others
go without this aid. If this plan of aiding agriculture is just
and practical, it should be applied to all the farmers of the
country on equal terms. New products are brought in while
old ones, without reason, are excluded. The right to par-
ticipate in a recovery plan should not be made a special
privilege without just discrimination. No congressional com-
mittee should deny to any particular class of farmers the
benefits of this plan when they are able and willing to meet
the just requirements for such participation. The result is
that certain products that have overwhelming majorities in
favor of marketing agreements in our State are denied any
benefits under this bill or any right to be even considered.

This is true of hops. Practically all the hops in the United
States are produced in the three Pacific Coast States. These
producers recently voted by a very large majority in favor
of a markefing agreement. This act denies the hop pro-
ducers any opportunity to receive the benefits of the act.

I am hoping that before this bill finally becomes a law
changes will be made which will give the farmers an equal
opportunity when they demonstrate sufficient approval to
have the benefits of this bill. -

[Here the gavel fell.]l

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 1 minute to
answer a question which the gentleman from Pennsylvania
desires to ask.

Mr. RICH. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JONES. I yield to the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. RICH. I would like to ask the chairman of the com-
mittee a question which I have asked a number of the
speakers, but I have received a different opinion from dif-
ferent individuals in the House. Under this bill, H. R. 8492,
is the Secretary of Agriculture permitted to levy processing
taxes the same as under the A. A. A.?

Mr. JONES. He is permitted to levy processing taxes. We
have made some changes in order to assure that there is
no taxing power delegated. We make more certain, insofar
as it is possible to do so, the exact conditions under which
the processing fee will be levied. Then he is given the power
to vary those taxes, and given other methods that may be
used in addition.
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- Mr. RICH. Then the Secretary of Agriculture will have
the power to regulate these taxes up or down as he may
determine?

Mr. JONES. There is a provision herein which will permit
him to do that under certain very restricted conditions.

Mr. RICH. Is he permitted under this bill to add any
other commodities than those stipulated under the new
A. A. A, amendment?

Mr. JONES. No; not so far as processing taxes are con-
cerned.

Mr. GIFFORD. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JONES. I yield to the gentleman from Massachu-
setts.

Mr. GIFFORD. On page 47, it seems that refunds and
credits are to be allowed in the future when the processor
swears that he did not get the money from the vendee. I
would like to have the gentleman explain that provision, if
he will.

Mr. JONES. In an effort to recover processing fees, where
there is a refund, except in case of overpayment or dupli-
cate payment, before the processor is permitted to recover he
would be required to show that he did not pass it on to the
consumer,

Mr. GIFFORD. Suppose he did not pass it on?

Mr. JONES. He would be permitted to show that fact.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. HOPE., Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 12 minutes.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman from
Kansas [Mr. Hopel 5 minutes also.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, may I join in the tribute
which other members of the committee have already paid
our chairman? We all appreciate the patience with which
he has listened to the suggestions of the various members
of the committee, the courtesy he has shown us at all times,
and the leadership that he has exhibited in making this
bill, I believe, the most important bill that the Committee
on Agriculture has reported to the House.

Before I go into a discussion of the provisions of the bill
itself, I want to take a few moments to reply to the attacks
made on the processing tax this morning by the gentleman
from Wisconsin and by the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. Girrorp] on yesterday. I appreciate the statement of
the gentleman from Massachusetts with reference to his
interest in farm prosperity, and I have no reason to doubt
that at all. I note his suggestion that he and his constitu-
ents are not opposing benefit payments to the farmers, but
that they do oppose making those payments from the pro-
ceeds of a processing tax. I note his suggestion also that
we do away with processing taxes and make benefit pay-
ments out of the Federal Treasury.

Mr. GIFFORD. Only on one commodity. Please do not
forget that.

Mr. HOPE. The gentleman corrects me by saying that is
only on one commodity. I presume that is cotton.

That proposal is, in my opinion, both unfair and illogical.
The gentleman admits by his statement that the farmers of
this country are not receiving a fair price for their products
and that, I submit, is the only reason why any benefit pay-
ments should be made to the farmers, because if they are
receiving a fair price they are not entitled to anything fur-
ther. If they are not getting a fair price it is because the
consumers of those products are not paying a fair price.

The most practical way to insure that the consumers of
these products will pay a fair price—at least, the most prac-
tical way that has been devised so far—is to apply the
processing tax to make up the difference between the going
farm price and the fair exchange value. That is what has
been done in applying the processing tax. If we should fol-
low the plan suggested by the gentleman from Massachu-
setts and make benefit payments out of the Federal Treas-
ury, we would in effect say to the consumers of farm prod-
ucts, “ We are going to let you have these products for less
than a fair price, less than you ought to pay for them, and
we are going to tax future generations in order to give you
this subsidy.” That is exactly what we would do if we
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adopted the plan suggested by the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts.

Mr. GIFFORD. Will the gentleman yield for just one
question?

Mr. HOPE. Yes; I yield for a brief question.

Mr. GIFFORD. Speaking of taking money from the Gen-
eral Treasury, does not your exportable feature in this meas-
ure, where you take $100,000,000 from the customs, take
money out of the General Treasury?

Mr. HOPE. I understood the gentleman to say he had no
objection to that.

Mr. GIFFORD. I do not; but it applies just the same to
the other method.

Mr. HOPE. It is used primarily, of course, as the gen-
tleman understands, for another purpose, and I propose
later fo discuss that feature so far as that is concerned;
but I do not want to be diverted now.

Whether the gentleman from Massachusetts agrees to it or
not, the fact is the processing tax is the farmer’s tariff. The
prices of agricultural commodities of which we have an ex-
portable surplus are fixed in the world market. There are
times and conditions under which tariffs are effective upon
these commodifies. In general, however, they are largely
ineffective. This means that producers of those commodities
must buy on a protective market and sell on a world market.
The processing tax is the one method which has been devised
thus far to give producers of these commodities a price com-
mensurate with the general price structure of the country.
Every argument which can be made for a protective tariff
can be made for processing taxes. The theory justifying
each is the same, and I predict that in the future the two will
stand or fall together. This is inevitable because the farmer,
whose prices are fixed in world markets, cannot continue to
buy in a protected market. Either the tariff will have to
come off or a compensating benefit in the form of a processing
tax will have to continue.

I want to call the attention of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts and other members of my own party to the
recognition of this prineciple, which was contained in the
resolutions adopted at the recent “ grass roots ¥ Republican
convention, in part as follows:

We hold that no economic advantage of agriculture thus far
attained shall be ended. The farmer is of right entitled to a fair

and proportionate part of the national income, and to receive a
parity price for the products of his farm in domestic markets.

And, continuing, it is stated:

We endorse the statement of Governor Lowden in this confer-
ence that so long as we have a protective tariff for the benefit of
industry we should give to agriculture corresponding benefits for
that portion of the production of the soil which goes into domestic
consumption.

That is exactly what the processing-tax program does.
This principle has been supported by Republicans in the
Middle West ever since the days of the first McNary-Haugen
bill. We will continue to support it, and I do not believe that
I am speaking out of turn when I say that unless the tariff-
protected industries of the East are willing to afford that
measure of protection to agriculture then we of the West
cannot be expected to continue to support high tariffs for
industrial products.

Now, Mr. Chairman, before discussing the details -of this
measure, I wish for a moment to say something about the
agricultural situation as it exists at this time.

Mr. RICH. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. HOPE. Yes.

Mr. RICH. In speaking of the tariff for industry and the
tariff for agriculture as exemplified in the processing tax,
the tariff for industry is a prohibition on the import of com-
modities from foreign countries. Is that applicable in the
same manner to agricultural products, as was stated by the
gentleman a few moments ago?

Mr. HOPE. The gentleman has a different idea of the
tariff than I have if he thinks a tariff prohibits imports from
other countries. The gentleman evidently means an em-
bargo. The tariff provides for a compensating duty on prod-

ucts which come in from other countries, in order to equalize
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the difference in the cost of production here and abroad, and
that in effect is what the processing tax does.

Mr. FOCHT. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield for
just a short question?

Mr. HOPE. Just briefly; yes.

Mr. FOCHT. The gentleman has been speaking about
this new tariff he is going to have for agriculture. What
about the tariff we have always had for agricultfure? From
a blade of grass to the biggest steer or mule raised on a farm
we have had protection. What are you talking about when
you refer to another tariff? Does the gentleman want two
tarifis? This is a plain question.

Mr. HOPE. All right, I will answer it in a plain way.

Mr. FOCHT. All right.

Mr. HOPE. I will say that tariffs are usually not effective
as to agricultural commodities which are on an export basis,
at least, not fully effective. The reason for this is that the
price of these commodities is made in the world market.
It is based upon the export price, and as long as we are
on an exportable basis we take the world price. The only
way you can give the farmer a domestic price is to do it by
the method we have adopted in applying the processing tax.
This, of course, does not apply to all agricultural products.
On some of them, such as dairy products, where we are
on an import basis, tariffs are effective in increasing price.

Mr. GIFFORD, Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield
to allow me to clear that question with a short statement?
The processing tax on wheat, for instance, would have to be
immensely larger if we did not retain the tariff of 42 cents
a bushel on wheat.

Mr, HOPE. It is true that during recent months——

Mr. GIFFORD. You must have that tariff of 42 cents
just the same.

Mr. HOPE. Not necessarily. It is true that during recent
months the tariff has been partly effective on wheat because
of the fact we have had a great drought and a shortage.
We have had three short wheat crops in this country; but
ordinarily, when we are on an exportable basis, the price in
this country is the world price less transportation charges.

Mr. GIFFORD. If you did not have the 42-cent tariff
now, you would have plenty of foreign wheat coming into
this country.

Mr. HOPE. If we did not have the 42-cent tariff, the
processing tax would be higher at present.

Mr. GIFFORD. Very much higher,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from
EKansas has expired.

Mr. JONES. Mr, Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from
Kansas 5 minutes more,

Mr, HOPE. Now, Mr, Chairman, I want to say a word
about the agricultural situation at this time, because I be-
lieve that is important in considering what this measure is
expected to do.

In the first place it has immeasurably improved as com-
pared with 2 years ago. Some commodities, notably corn
and tobacco, have reached a parity price. Others have ap-
proached it more nearly than for several years. Surpluses
of cotton and wheat have been greatly reduced. The excess
of meat animals has been reduced. Several causes have con-
tributed to this—the drought, the adjustment program, the
devallation of the dollar, and commodity loans have all played
a part. Some commodities have been affected by all of these
factors, others by only a part of them. Aside from what-
ever price enhancement may have come from dollar devalu-
ation to crops, the price of which is fixed in world market,
the chief reason for the better position in which agriculture
finds itself is that burdensome surpluses have been removed,
and there has been a better adjustment between supply and
demand. This means, therefore, that whatever improve-
ment has been made is likely to be lost unless efforts to
balance supply and demand are continued. In other words,
if we should plant the same number of acres as our average
from 1926 to 1932, should harvest therefrom a normal crop,
and were not able to develop new markets, we would in
another year—certainly 2 years—approach the same condi-
tion which existed in 1931 and 1932 as far as agricultural
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prices are concerned. This makes it essential that the ad-
justment program be continued. By that I mean that the
American farmer must continue to hold his production to a
point where it will not result in a buyers’ market like we
had during the first 3 years of the depression.

I have no patience with those who call a course of this
kind a program of scarcity, with the implication that farm-
ers are interested in creating a shortage of food supplies
to the detriment of the consumer’s stomach and pocketbook.
It is true that after having long been the victim of a policy
of this kind on the part of industry, farmers might be justi-
fied in retorting in kind, yet I do not know of a single
farmer or responsible spokesman for farmers who advocates
a policy of that kind. Why, today, even after the most
devastating drought in our history, and with the adjustment
program in effect for 2 years, we have ample supplies of all
food commodities, and in some cases a much heavier carry-
over than in any predepression year. Our wheat carry-over
this year will be between one hundred and sixty and one
hundred and seventy million bushels, whereas the average
for the years 1920 to 1930 was 120,000,000 bushels. The
carry-over of American cofton on August 1 will be at least
8,000,000 bales. In spite of the Government cattle purchases
there are more cattle in the country now than in 1928, and
vet no one ever suggested a shortage at that time. There are
ample supplies of beef, pork, and dairy products. In fact,
it is impossible to name any agricultural commodity in
which there is an actual or potential shortage at this time.
Rather than being a program of scarcity, the plan now in
effect is one of plentiful supplies at fair prices. The farmer
is asking for no more; the consumer is entitled to no more.

The philosophy of this measure recognizes the necessity
for continuing a program of adjustment, but at the same
time sets up machinery by which advantage can be taken
without injuring domestic price of any export demand which
may be developed. It is a fair statement, I think, to say
that this bill embodies in principle the equalization fee, the
export debenture, and the domestic allotment plans. There
is no inconsistency in this, because the basic principle of
all three is that of giving the farmer a price for that part
of his product which is consumed domestically which is on
a par with the price of the things he buys, with a world
price for any exportable surplus. It is true that the do-
mestic allotment plan provides for a better control of pro-
duction, and to that extent is generally preferable in the
existing situation. However, it is thought that conditions
may make it advisable on occasion to use either or both of
the other methods and they are in the bill to be used if
needed.

The provision in the bill which, in effect, makes the
McNary-Haugen equalization-fee plan in order is that which
authorizes the use of processing taxes for the exportation of
basic agricultural commodities. The export debenture plan
is contained in the provision which authorizes the appro-
priation of 30 percent of the customs receipts each year for
the purpose, among others, of financing exports.

Frankly, I am not so enthusiastic' about the equalization-
fee and the export-debenture features of this bill as some.
I am glad they are in the bill. I hope they can be used to
build up our foreign trade in agricultural products. How-
ever, these provisions in themselves will not open up any
markets. The matter of price is not the fundamental reason
our foreign trade in agricultural products has dropped so
materially. The real reasons are our inability or disinclina-
tion to take exports from countries which would buy our
products and the instability of currency which has disrupted
all world trade.

Our situation now is not materially different from what it
has been since we became a creditor nation during the war,
except that until 1929 we loaned enough money abroad to
enable importing nations to buy our surplus agricultural
commodities. When the loans stopped our trade began de-
clining and has continued to decline ever since. I think the
provisions in the bill making funds available to overcome
what price obstacles there may be in connection with exports
of agricultural products will be helpful in special cases, buf
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I do not expect to see any great increase in agricultural
exports until world currencies are stabilized, and until we
are willing to accept imports from the countries which can
use our agricultural products.

Generally speaking, the provisions of the bill may be
divided into five main parts. The first deals with changes in
the law affecting those basic commodities on which programs
are now in effect, involving the payment of benefits to pro-
ducers in connection with adjustment programs.

The second deals with the matter of orders covering certain
specified commodities which cannot be included in the benefit
payment plan or in which it is felt that it is necessary to
supplement the benefit payment plan through the use of
orders.

The third deals with the new provision authorizing the
appropriation of 30 percent of the customs receipts for the
development of foreign markets, together with other agricul-
tural purposes and the use of processing taxes under certain
conditions to promote the exportation of agricultural com-
modities.

The fourth is the provision which gives the President au-
thority to impose compensating taxes or quotas on imports
which are rendering ineffective or which materially interfere
with the agricultural adjustment program.

The fifth deals with the imposition and collection of
processing taxes.

I do not mean to imply that all of the provisions of this bill
can be grouped under the five heads above mentioned, but
these five subdivisions do embrace the more important
features.

The most important provisions of the bill, as they relate
to the programs involving benefit payments, are those which
make this specifically an adjustment rather than a reduction
program. It is not necessarily a change in policy, because
the title of the original act indicates that an adjustment
program was to be undertaken. However, the provisions in
that act for the payment of benefits contemplated their pay-
ment only in return for crop reductions. The amendments
contained in this bill provide that payments may be made
for crop adjustments. Another feature contained in this
part of the measure is the provision whereby benefit pay-
ments may, at the option of the producer, be made in com-~
modities rather than in cash, specific provisions of the
amendment, however, requiring that payment only be made
in the commodity with respect to which the payment is being
made.

Closely connected with this feature is the ever normal
granary plan which authorizes the Government to acquire
from the proceeds of processing taxes agricultural commodi-
ties which have been pledged as security for Government
loans and to use the same in making payments in kind rather
than in cash to producers who have cooperated in the pro-
gram in question. It is the thought that through the use of
this plan it may be possible to prevent violent fluctuations
in prices due to excessively large or small crops and maintain
for the benefit of consumers adequate reserves of agricul-
tural commodities from year to year.

By reason of the decision in the Schechter case it has been
felt advisable to rewrite the provisions of the original Agri-
cultural Adjustment Act which gave the Secretary of Agri-
culture the right to make rental and benefit payments. The
new language makes provision for findings by the Secretary
upon which the determination to make rental or benefit
payments may be based and specifies what the Secretary
must find in order to put those payments into effect. In
other words, the delegation of power to the Secretary is
specifically set out and the basis which he must use in
making his findings is written in the act. If is also specified
that benefit payments must be terminated when the Secre-
tary makes certain other findings in the exercise of the
power conferred on him in the bill.

Of importance also is the provision to the effect that in
determining parity prices in the case of all commodities for
which the pre-war period is used as a basis, that account
must be taken of the difference in interest payments and
tax payments per acre on farm real estate between the base
period and the present., It is estimated that at the present
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time taxes and interest payments per acre are approxi-
mately 160 percent or 170 percent of the pre-war level. Such
items are an important part of the cost of farm operations
and their inclusion in the matter of determining parity
prices afford a much fairer basis for the same.

There are certain very important agricultural commodi-
ties upon which it is not possible to put into effect plans
involving benefit payments to producers. The most im-
portant of these commodities are milk and fruits and vege-
tables. Under the provisions of the original Agricultural
Adjustment Act, attempts have been made to handle these
commodities by means of marketing agreements. In some
cases these efforts have been quite .successful, particularly
as to some fruits and vegetables. In the case of milk the
efforts have been successful only in part. As a matter of
fact, the milk situation is the most aggravated in the agri-
cultural picture today. This is particularly true in the large
milksheds, every one of which seems to have a different
problem to meet. The great difficulty in most cases is that
the distribution of milk in these areas is under what amounts
to monopolistic control and the dealers have apparently been
able to force the producer fo take any price which they
care to pay. This has been brought out very clearly as a
result of the investigation which the Federal Trade Commis-
sion has made in some of the larger milk sheds of the coun-
try. Inasmuch as the dairy industry is the largest single
branch of agricultural production and includes more farmers
than any other, it is important that everything possible be
done to relieve the distress which now exists.

The decision of the United States Supreme Court in the
Schechter case makes it necessary to entirely rewrite those
provisions of the original Agricultural Adjustment Act relat-
ing to marketing agreements and licenses in order to meet
the constitutional questions raised by that decision. To this
end the power of the Secretary in such matters is limited to
the power of the Federal Government over interstate com-
merce as stated by the Court in the Schechter and similar
cases. The transactions affected are by the terms of the bill
confined to agricultural commodities or products thereof in
the current of interstate or foreign commerce, or which
directly burdens, obstructs, or affects interstate or foreign
commerce. Likewise, in conformity with the decision, the
powers which are granted the Secretary are specifically set
out in the bill itself. Also, in order to more nearly express
the character of the regulations made by the Secretary, they
are in this measure called “ orders” instead of licenses. I
know no one who is familiar with the nature of these regula-
tions who will not agree that this is a more accurate term.
The commodities embraced in the marketing agreements
and orders section are limited to the following, and with the
exception of naval stores, extend to the products thereof:
Milk, fruits—including pecans and walnuts, but not includ-
ing apples and not including fruifs for canning—tobacco,
vegetables—including soybeans but not including vegetables
for canning—and naval stores. As to milk and its products,
there are certain specific provisions set out which the Secre-
tary may include in his orders and he is given no authority
to include provisions other than those set out. As to the
other commodities mentioned, the Secretary is specifically
limited by the legislation as to the nature of the orders
which may be made. It is further provided that orders may
not be issued except under certain conditions, and in the
case of the so-called “ imposed orders” the Secretary must
find that the orders are approved or favored by at least two-
thirds of the producers of the commodity in the area affected.
Furthermore, no producer as such can be made subject to an
order and no retailer, excepting retailers of milk and its
products.

FUNDS FOR ENCOURAGING EXPORTS OF AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS

Reference has already been made to the provisions con-
tained in the bill setting aside 30 percent of the customs
receipts each year to be used among other things to bring
about the exportation of agricultural commodities. In this
connection there should also be mentioned the provision
whereby the proceeds of processing taxes may be used for
the same purpose. In addition to encouraging the exporta-
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tion of major agricultural commodities, the proceeds of the
30-percent fund may be used to encourage the domestic con-
sumption of such commodities, for the purchase or lease of
submarginal and grazing land, and to finance adjustments in
the quantity planted or produced for market of agricultural
commodities. It is specifically provided, however, that funds
shall not be used for the last two purposes unless the Secre-
tary finds that it is not necessary to spend such funds in
assisting the exportation of major agricultural commodities
or encouraging the domestic consumption of such commodi-
ties. It is felt that this provision, together with that which
makes it possible to use processing-tax funds for the same
purpose, affords ample ppportunity to encourage and stimu-
late exports of agricultural products, so far as the same may
be done through removing price differentials.

Under existing conditions, especially with many countries
operating under depreciated currencies, it is quite possible
for the agricultural program to be seriously affected by im-
ports. For this reason a provision has been placed in the bill
by which the President is given power to order an investiga-
tion by the Tariff Commission when he has reason to believe
that articles are being imported, or are likely to be im-
ported, under such conditions and in quantities to render
ineffective or materially interfere with the operation of any
program under the Adjustment Act. If, as a result of this
investigation, it is found that the importation of the articles
in question is having an adverse effect upon an agricultural
program, it is within the power of the President to impose
compensating taxes or place a quota upon the importation
of the articles in question. It is believed that this provision
will be very helpful in meeting any emergency which may
suddenly arise with respect to imports.

TAX PROVISION

This bill makes some very important changes in the provi-
sions for processing taxes. One of the most important is
that which provides in the case of all commodities upon which
the tax is now in effect, except rice, the tax in effect on June
1, 1935, shall remain in effect until December 31, 1937, and
in the case of rice the June 1 rate shall remain in effect until
July 31, 1936. This express fixing of the rates by Congress
does away with any objection which might be raised on con-
stitutional grounds as to the right of the Secretary to fix the
amount of the tax. In order to further meet any objection
which might be raised on that ground, it is set out in the bill
that the Secretary must make certain findings before any
change can be put into effect increasing, decreasing, or re-
moving the tax. Under certain conditions, upon making
these findings, the Secretary may vary the rate of tax fixed
by this act prior to December 31, 1937, and on and after that
time he is authorized to impose new rates of taxes based upon
the findings which he makes under the authority given him
by this act.

Another important provision is that which states that in
determining the rate of the processing tax the Secretary must
take into consideration the fact that a portion of the goods
normally subject to tax is tax exempt because they are used
for charitable distribution or for State institutions. In de-
termining the rate of tax, therefore, the Secretary is in-
structed to take this fact into consideration and increase the
tax in an amount which will make up this deficiency in
revenue, such increase, however, being limited to not more
than 20 percent.

In the event that any rate of tax fixed by the Secretary
under the provisions of this bill should be held to be invalid,
the rates of tax which are specifically fixed in the bill are to
become effective at once.

Another important provision is that which prohibits the
bringing of suits for refunds or credits of any tax heretofore
paid. This provision, however, does not apply to certain
classes of refunds set out in the act. What is intended, of
course, is to prevent the recovery of any tax paid on the
ground that the tax is illegal. In the case of taxes of this
kind such a provision is entirely justified, because of the fact
that the taxes in question have all been passed on to the
consumer and the party who nominally made the payment
would not be the party in interest in any action to recover.
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credits on taxes accruing in the future unless the claimant
is able to prove that he has neither passed the tax on, passed
it back to the producer, nor that the person actually bearing
it has consented in writing to the refund. This bill is one
of the most important measures affecting agriculture ever to
come before the House. It has been unanimously reported by
the Committee on Agriculture after many weeks of careful
study. In its present form it is a product of the delibera-
tions of all of the members of the committee and represents
a sincere effort to work out a measure which will meet the
agricultural problems of foday so far as this can be done by
legislation. It contains the fruit of the suggestions made by
those in charge of the Agricultural Adjustment Administra-
tion after 2 years’ experience in administering the Agricul-
tural Adjustment Act. It embodies many suggestions made
by farmers and farm organizations. It amends and per-
fects the Agricultural Adjustment Act in the particulars in
which experience has shown it to be deficient, and finally it
attempts to meet the constifutional questions raised by re-
cent decisions by the Supreme Court. In its present form
it is, in the opinion of the committee, in harmony with those
decisions. This bill will not meet with the approval of those
who are opposed to Government assistance to agriculture. It
will not be favored by those who believe in tariff protection
for industry but are opposed to compensating benefits to
agriculture. It will be opposed by that class of processors
of agricultural commodities who are in favor of buying farm
commodities as cheaply as possible and selling them at as
high prices as the consumer will pay.

The bill is in entire harmony with the present Agricul-
tural Adjustment Act and represents a logical extension of
the act looking toward a more permanent program for
agriculture. It is in harmony with the efforts for agricul-
tural equality which have been made in the agricultural
sections of the country ever since the World War from the
original McNary-Haugen bill to the present time. It is in
entire harmony with the resolutions relating to agriculture
which were adopted at the recent meeting of middle western
Republicans at Springfield, Il. So far as I know, no na-
tional farm organization is opposed to the bill, and almost
all of them have affirmatively gone on record as favoring it.
In my opinion it comes more nearly having the united sup-
port of the agricultural interests of the country than any
measure ever before Congress. [Applause.]

The CHATIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Kan-
sas has expired.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. Leel. ;

Mr. LEE of Oklahoma. Mr. Chairman and members of the
Committee, in matters of agriculture if the Republican Mem-
bers of the House would follow the able leadership of men
like the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Hore] and the gentle-
man from Ohio [Mr, MarsHALL], they would have a safe
agricultural program.

Likewise, if they would follow the leadership of the dis-~
tinguished chairman of the committee, the gentleman from
Texas, Mr. Marvin JonEs, they would pass legislation that is
beneficial to agriculture. Mr, Jones and Mr. HopPE represent
agricultural districts containing farms and ranches larger
than some of the counties of New England.

I wish now fo answer the arguments advanced in yester-
day’s debate by the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Beam].

He used indirection and innuendo. The facts and figures
that he submitted no doubt are correct, but the whole effect
of his speech was to imply that the farmers had received
much greater benefits at the hands of the Government than
they have, and not only to imply but to state that the bene-
fits to agriculture have been at the expense of business. Let
me give you the gentleman’s words as found in the Recorbp,
on page 9474, of June 17, 1935, where he said:

I sometimes wonder, “Are we saddling upon the business of the
Nation too great a load and too heavy an obligation?

Then he enumerated the different bills that have been pro-
posed for agricultural relief. Now, mark you, these bills
have merely been proposed, have not become law, but he
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enumerates them, and totals up the amounts in the respec-
tive bills, leaving the impression that the farmer is the recip-
jent of this grand total of proposed appropriations.

Then, further, he totals up the bills, including the amounts
of money that have been authorized to be appropriated for
loans to the farmers on their grain, livestock, and land, as
though that, too, would be “ saddled upon the business of the
Nation.”

In other words, the gentleman has said to the House that
if the farmer had all the money that has been proposed for
farm relief, he would have all the money that has been pro-
posed for farm relief, if all of this proposed legislation were
passed.

In other words, if he had some ham, he would have ham
and eggs, if he had some eggs.

That is what I mean by the argument of indirection and
innuendo. If I ask you how far it is from here to New York
City and you tell me that a dog’s hind leg is crooked, what
you say is absolutely true, but it has nothing to do with the
question asked.

What has been proposed for farm relief has very little to
do with what the farmer is actually receiving.

The gentleman seems to have stayed within the facts, but
he has presented them in such a manner as to give an im-
plied meaning that does not square with the true situation.

For instance, it is like the man who himself would not
hurt the dog, but he pushed the dog out of doors and
yelled “ Mad dog! ” The result was the same as though the
man himself had killed the dog in the first instance. He
placed the dog in such a bad light before the people that
they administered the death sentence.

Mr. Beam would place facts before this House in such a
manner as to have you administer a death sentence to the
only relief that seems available at the present time for
agriculture.

The gentleman has told you how much has been pro-
posed—not appropriated, mark you—for the relief of agri-
culture, with the intention of leaving you under the im-
pression that the farmer has been amply cared for at the
expense of business, and I suppose the gentleman has in
mind big business, because the Chicago stockyards are in
his district.

The gentleman proceeds on the same line of reasoning
that the man would who said one morning when he met his
friend, “I have just saved $50,000.”

His friend inquired how, and he said, “ General Motors
went down $1 a share on the stock market, and I did not
have 50,000 shares.”

The gentleman from Illinois has listed the different ap-
propriations for loans to the farmers and in his arguments
has asked, “Are we not saddling upon the business of the
- Nation too great a load and too heavy an obligation? ”
clearly implying that the money loaned to the farmer will
have to be paid back by the business man.

Now let us take up some of these loans and see for our-
selves who will pay them, and whether or not they con-
stitute burdens that will be “saddled upon the business of
the Nation.”

When the corn farmers were selling corn at the ruinous
price of 10 cents a bushel, the Government stepped in and
loaned these farmers 45 cents a bushel on that corn in
sealed cribs. These loans bore interest at the rate of, I believe
it was 6 percent.

Corn advanced in price to 90 cents a bushel; it advanced
to just twice the amount the Government had loaned on it.
When that corn was sold, not only the principal but the
interest was paid. The Government actually made money on
that loan and saved the farmers of the Corn Belt $160,000,000
that would otherwise have gone fo the grain speculators on
the grain exchange.

Now those loans have already been paid back with inter-
est or else are secured by corn that is worth twice the
amount of the loan. Therefore, it will not be necessary to
“ saddle that burden upon the business of the Nation.”

Then again, when the livestock industry was flat on its
back, the Government came to the rescue. I have some
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cattle, I secured a Government loan at a time when it was
difficult to get a bid on the cows, and those that sold
brought from $4 to $12 a head, and had it not been for the
Government loans, most of the livestock men would have
been forced to throw their livestock upon the market, which
would have forced the price still further down the scale.

That Government loan saved me from losing my herd. I
have already paid back half the amount of the loan plus the
interest due, from the increase of the herd, and the remain-
ing cattle are now worth three to four times more than they
were when the loan was made.

Would not you consider that pretty good securily? The
Government saved the livestock industry and actually made
money by these loans. That money will not have to be
raised by taxation, and thus “ saddle a burden on the busi-
ness of the Nation.”

Then again, our farmers were being foreclosed on their
farms when the Government stepped in and made available
Government loans secured by the farms. Before a farmer
could get one of these loans an appraiser came out and
appraised his land. Then a second appraiser came out and
checked the first one. The farmer and his wife both signed
a first-mortgage lien on that farm to the Government.
That loan bears 5-percent interest. Before a clear fitle
can be given to that property it will be necessary to pay not
only the principal but the interest.

These loans were all made at about two-thirds of the
market value of the farm, which certainly should be a low
enough valuation to make them a good loan.

Those loans are well secured. The great loan companies
and the life-insurance companies have always considered
farm mortgages as the best form of investment. And the
money loaned on these farms will not become a “ burden
saddled upon business.”

In other words, my friends, if grain that represents the
bread which we eat, if the livestock that represents the
meat that we eat, if the fertile farm acres that represent the
productive power of the Nation, if the farmer’s name on
these loans backed by his character, if all of this does not
represent good security, then we do not have any in the
United States.

Therefore, I submit that Government loans are not Gov-
ernment gifts, and the gentleman has erroneously implied
that these constitute a burden that will be saddled upon
the business interest in the United States.

Then again, the gentleman from Illinois presented in an-
other argument an unfair comparison. Quoting page 9474
of the Recorp of June 17, 1935, the gentleman said:

Now let us see what agriculture has paid in taxes. For the
years 1924 to 1928, mineral producers paid almost six times as
much as farmers in Federal taxes. * * *

Now, I believe every Member of this House will recognize
the unfairness of that comparison, because farmers pay their
taxes on real property located in the local community, and
as a matter of fact, the money from their taxes goes to the
building of roads, running schools, and operating the local
government, and very little of the farmers’ tax goes into the
Federal Treasury, whereas, because of the very nature of
the business itself, the mineral industry naturally pays con-
siderable Federal taxes.

Again may I call your attention to the gentleman’s style
of argument. It is obviously an injustice to compare the
Federal taxes of the farmer to those of the mineral indus-
try, but would the gentleman say that the mineral industry
or any other business pays as much tax, State and local,
in proportion to its ability to pay as does the farmer?

If the mineral industry and the packing industry and all
the other industries paid as much taxes in proportion to the
ability to pay as the farmer does, there would be little need
to worry about revenue, because we would have an abun-
dance.

I have seen in some of the farm journals the statement
that the land in the United States represents only 40 percent

of the Nation’s wealth, but that it bears 80 percent of the
Nation’s tax load.
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Now, if that statement is true, the farmer, representing
only 40 percent of the Nation’s wealth, is carying 80 percent
of the tax load, and I have in mind local and State as
well as Federal taxes.

Therefore, the gentleman, by arguing to you that the
farmer is not bearing his share of the tax load is manifestly
unfair.

I can give the gentleman a better comparison than that.
Why did he not compare the farmer’s income taxes with
the income taxes of the business world. Very few, if any,
farmers have enough income to pay income tax; therefore
the comparison is unfair, because the farmer pays a heavy
property tax. All through the gentleman’s arguments are
those dangerous tricks of illogical comparison. Fer in-
stance, to show you how unjust such tricks can be, suppose
I tell you that the average income of myself and Henry
Ford is $10,000,000, it certainly would be erroneous for you
to conclude, therefore, that my income was $5,000,000,

Mr, Chairman, I now wish to consider the arguments
against the processing tax as advanced by the gentleman
from Massachusetts: Where did this depression begin? I
feel that every Member of Congress is interested in improv-
ing conditions in the United States and, as has already been
stated in this debate, it is necessary for us o see the picture
as a whole and not merely look at one section of the United
States, or at one class of people. If the Nation is to be
prosperous, then all wholesome business must be guarded.

But I submit that this depression began when the farmer
lost his buying power. He stopped buying, the merchant
stopped selling, the factory wheels stopped turning, and
wage earners started hitch-hiking.

Now, what caused the farmer to lose his buying power?
It was because of the great difference between what he had
to sell and what he had to buy. He had to sell on a world
market and buy on a protected market. The process that
bled him white was so gradual that it went unnoticed, but
the drain continued. This difference was made possible
because of the high protective tariff for the benefit of
industry.

When our Nation was young, it was argued then, and with
good logie, that if we were to become a great Nation and
have our own industries, it would be necessary to protect
our young industries from the competition of older countries
by a protective tariff, and with the full belief that as soon
as these industries were developed, that tariff would be
reduced materially, if not removed entirely, but just the
contrary happened. The higher the tariff wall, the stronger
grew industry. The stronger industry became, the higher
went the tariff, and for 150 years an indirect subsidy, in the
form of a tariff, has been laid upon all of the consumers
for the special benefit of one class, the manufacturing class,

Therefore. it comes with poor grace from the gentleman
from New England to oppose this processing tax on the
grounds that it is an indirect subsidy laid upon all consumers
for the special benefit of the agricultural class. Because this
is a farmer’s tariff.

In past years the farmer has offsef this handicap by frugal
living and by extra long hours of labor. It has been some-
what offset, too, because the farmer has found a ready
market for most of his products. But as the purchasing
power of his products gradually diminished he stretched out
his arm and produced more in order to make up the differ-
ence in purchasing power. But, finally the tariff handicap
overtook him. What he bought cost more, and what he sold
brought less. No matter how fast his herds increased, they
could not keep pace with the ever-widening gulf between
what he had fo sell and what he had to buy, until finally his
buying power was completely destroyed.

May I give one incident to prove what I say. A farmer in
my district took 127 cowhides to Oklahoma City and sold
them. He took all the money he got from 127 cowhides and
went to buy one set of tug harness. It took all of the money
he got from 127 hides and $2 additional cash to buy the one
set of tug harness.

Therefore, when there is that much difference between
what the farmer sells and what he buys, his buying power has
been destroyed, so the farmer stopped buying. He had to.
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We have heard the argument to let the law of supply and
demand operate. We are perfectly willing for the law of
supply and demand to operate providing it operates on the
manufacturer as well as the farmer, but heretofore the law
of supply and demand has been artificially controlled as ap-
plied to the manufacturer and allowed to operate freely as
applied to the farmer. Now we are at the crossroads. We
must go one of two ways. We must either let the law of
supply and demand operate naturally as applied to both, or
artificially control it as applied to both.

I agree with the gentleman from New England that we
should have a high standard of living in the United States
and that to remove all tariff protection would be a mistake,
because it would place our laborers in competition with the
cheap labor from foreign countries, but likewise, unless we
also give the farmers protection, they are in competition
with the Hindus of India, the Chinese of Tibet, the Ara-
bians of Egypt, the Hottentots of Algeria, and the peons of
Mexico.

Now, therefore, gentlemen, since this depression began
with the break-down of the farmer’s purchasing power, T
believe we should begin recovery by restoring that purchas-
ing power.

The difference between the farmer's condition before the
enactment of the A. A. A. and the present is the difference
between 4-cent cotton and 12-cent cotton, the difference be-
tween 24-cent wheat—I sold wheat from my ranch at 24
cents—and 90-cent wheat.

The farmer’s purchasing power is gradually being re-
stored. When it is sufficiently restored, he will begin buying
the things that he needs—farm machinery, paint, lumber,
barbed wire, metal roofing, and the long list of things needed
on the farm.

When they begin buying again, the merchants will begin
selling; when the merchants begin selling, the factory wheels
start turning. When the factory wheels start turning, the
laborers will be employed. Then we will be on the road to
permanent recovery.

Let me say to the gentleman from New England, just as
the tariff is here to stay, so also is the processing tax here
to stay. I believe it possible for every industry to pay what
it costs the producers of raw products a fair price for those
raw products, and still sell their finished commodity at a
reasonable profit. .

If we are to be a great and prosperous Nation, we musé
bring about conditions where the herdsman’s call can be
heard as well as the turmoil of the stock exchange, where
the whistle of the plowboy can be heard as well as the
hum of the factory wheel. [Applause.]

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That (a) the first sentence of subsection
(1) of section 2 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act, as amended,
is amended by striking out the first word and inserting in Heu
thereof the following: “ Through the exercise of the powers con-
ferred upon the Secretary of Agriculture under this title, to”,
and by inserting before the period at the end thereof a semi-
colon and the following: *“ard, in the case of all commodities for
which the base period is the pre-war period, August 1009 to
July 1814, will also reflect current interest payments per acre on
farm indebtedness secured by real estate and tax payments per
acre on farm real estate, as contrasted with such interest pay-
ments and tax payments during the base period.”

(b) Section 2 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act, as amended,
is amended by striking out subsections (2) and (3) and inserting
in lieu thereof the following:

“(2) To protect the interest of the consumer by (a) approach-
ing the level of prices which it is declared to be the policy of
Congress to establish in subsection (1) of this section by gradual
correction of the current level at as rapid a rate as the Secrefary
of Agriculture deems to be in the public interest and feasible in
view of the current consumptive demand in domestic and foreign
markets, and (b) authorizing no action under this title which
has for its purpose the malntenance of prices to farmers above
tae level which it is declared to be the policy of Congress to estab-
lish in subsection (1) of this section.”

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out
the last word.

Mr. Chairman, it strikes me that we are following the ad-
vice of our good Speaker a little too explicitly. The Speaker
asked yesterday in some interesting remarks which he made,
that haste should be made in legislation. The majority and
the Committee on Agriculture bring in a complicated hill
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of over 50 pages one morning, start general debate on it
that day and expect to pass it the next day. That is mak-
ing haste with a vengeance. I, for one, think we should
protest against that type of legislation. It is not my opin-
jon that the Speaker expects that sort of haste. There are
too many complicated questions in this bill to take it up in
such a manner as that.

Among others of the complicated features is the continu-
ation of the processing tax. I introduced, almost at the be-
ginning of this session of Congress, a measure to repeal the
processing tax. So far I have been unable to secure even
so much as a hearing upon that measure. If is not a tax,
as I see it, and as the word is defined, but if there is one
iniquitous form of legislation it is the so-called “ processing
tax ”, where one group of people is assessed for the benefit
of another, but not for the Federal Treasury. In my judg-
ment, it is as iniquitous as anything the Democratic Party
has put on the statute books during its power, and abso-
lutely unfair to a large section of this country.

Further than that, it is the first time, to my knowledge,
that any definite effort has been made to tax food and cloth-
ing. Some years ago we tried to pass the so-called “ manu-
facturers’ excise tax ”, carrying a tax equitably to all classes
of people at moderate rates, and instead of accepting such a
measure as that, we are today confronted with a continua-
tion of this type of taxation. I am astonished that the
majority would offer legislation of this type.

There is included in this bill, I understand, additions to
the processing tax. For instance, there are two or three
pages which, as I casually glance through the bill, endeavor
to legalize what the Supreme Court has declared to be un-
constitutional. Now, if the Democratic majority intend to
try to get away with that type of legislation, they should
let people know about it for more than 24 hours in advance;
but it is fair to assume that the gag is again at work.

Another outstanding objection to this measure, in my
mind, is the fact that it takes 30 percent, or about $125,-
000,000, of revenue collected at the customhouse and pass it
out to the so-called “ equalization * of agricultural products.
I represent, in large measure, an agricultural section, but
we do not stand for that kind of legislation,

I simply want to further call attention to the iniquity of
the settlement of the processing tax, when one concern in
my distriet last year paid $1,000,000 in processing taxes and
another concern paid $250,000, without the slightest benefit
to anybody, so far as I can learn, and without being able to
pass a cent of it on to the consumer,

Now, let us not run away with the idea that legislation for
one section of this country as against another is of general
benefit. We have heard nothing of late but complaints
about New England. For heaven’s sake, how is the rest of
the country going to live if you cannot earn an honest liveli-
hood in the New England or northeast section of this coun-
try? It is ridiculous to say that we have sufficient money in
our area to support all the rest of the country under these
unfair and iniquitous methods of taxation. Let us get back
to the old methods of living under the Constitution, and not
try by legislation of this kind to offset legal constitutional
decisions.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. TrReaApway] has expired.

Mr. HILL of Alabama. Mr, Chairman, I rise in opposition
-to the pro forma amendment.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
TrEADWAY] says that he protests that we are making too
much haste. We have a good and righteous thing to do,
and experience teaches us that the sooner we do a good and
righteous thing, the better it is.

The gentleman speaks of the processing fax as being ini-
quitous. If it be iniquitous, we learned our lesson, and we
got our example from the high protection tariff interests
whom the gentleman so ably speaks for and represents in
this House. [Applause.]

Llir. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Will the gentleman
yield?
© Mr. HILL of Alabama. I yield.
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Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Is not the gentleman
aware of the fact that the first protective tariff came from
Henry Clay and John Calhoun, one from Kentucky and
the other from South Carolina, and at that time New Eng-
land was the free-trade section of the country?

Mr. HILL of Alabama. That may be frue, but I will say
to the gentleman that the father of the protective tariff in
this country was Alexander Hamilton. We find that
Alexander Hamilton said that there should be a protective
tariff, but that there should also be a bounty or compensat-
ing benefit to the farmer. That has been the fundamental
trouble in this country. We have gone on all the while
raising higher and higher tariffs for the industries and the
manufacturing interests of this country, and at the same
time have refused fo do one thing for the farmers.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Will the gentleman yield
for another question?

: ;gfr. HILL of Alabama. Yes, if the gentleman will be
rief.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. The Democratic Party
has been in control of this Congress for 5 years. It has
been in control of the Nation for 3 years. It is talking con-
stantly of high tariffs, but what have you done about it?

Mr. HILL of Alabama. We are working on the tariff, and
we have done this: We have given to the farmers of America
the A. A, A, We have given them equality of opportunity
in this land. That is what we have done.

The gentleman knows that if the farmers of the country
had continued to follow the Republican Party bare feet and
shirttails would be their uniform today. [Laughter.)
That has been the trouble through the years, we have not
given the farmers that equality of opportunity to which
they were justly entitled and which is so necessary for the
general welfare and the very life of the country. That is
exactly what the A. A. A. Act does and what these amend-
ments propose to do; and in giving to the farmer equality
of opportunity we do not rob some other section, we do not
rob some other group, or some other class. The records
show, Mr. Chairman, that the greatest increase in depart-
ment store purchases, in general merchandise, in insurance
sales, and automobile sales last year was in the sections of
the country where the A. A. A. farm program was operating.
The goods and articles purchased from the department
stores, the general merchandise and the other things, are
manufactured by the industries of America, and when you
make it possible for our farmers to buy those things, then
you make it possible for these industries to prosper. One of
the major contributing causes of the depression was the fact
that under Republican tariffs the farmers were exploited
and robbed to the point that their purchasing power was
destroyed.

Mr. RICH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HILL of Alabama. I yield.

Mr. RICH. In reference to the statement made by the
gentleman that we did not do anything for the farmer, does
not the gentleman believe——

Mr. HILL of Alabama. Mr. Chairman, I cannot yield for
that. The gentleman knows his party has not done any-
thing for the farmer.

Mr. RICH. I should like to ask the gentleman a question.

Mr. HILL of Alabama. Then, ask the question.

Mr. RICH. Does not the gentleman think we ought to
have a tariff on every commodity the farmer grows so that
competitive commodities cannot be imported into the coun-
try?

Mr. HILL of Alabama. No, of course, I do not think
there ought to be a tariff on every commodity the farmer
grows. We have got to sell our products in the markets of
the world, and to preserve those markets we cannot follow
a policy of exclusion. Furthermore, the Republican Party
placed a tariff on wheat and it did the farmer no good. It
would be absurd to talk about a tariff on cotton where over
50 percent of the crop must be exported.

[Here the gavel fell.]l

Mr. HILL of Alabama. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent to proceed for 2 additional minutes.
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The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Alabama?

There was no objection.

Mr. HILL of Alabama. I feel, Mr. Chairman, that the
people of this country, whether they live on farms or in
cities, ought to be thankful for this A. A. A. program, be-
cause we are taking care of the economic mud sill of the
Nation in providing this program.

I join in what has been said in tribute to the Chairman of
the Committee on Agriculiure and the members of that
committee, and I also want to pay my tribute to Henry
Wallace, Rex Tugwell, and Chester Davis. They have been
the backfield of this program, they have played ball, they
have carried the ball fo touchdown after touchdown [ap-
plause]l; and if we will go forward with this program we
shall not only bring the American farmer into a happier
and better day but we shall lead the entire Nation info a
brighter and more abundant day. [Applause.]

Mr. O'MALLEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. O'MarrEy: Strike out the quotation

marks and the period in line 18, page 2, and add therefo the fol-

lowing language: “(c) And by setting a maximum consumer price

exceeding which certain designated commodities may not be sold.”

Mr. O'MALLEY. Mr, Chairman, section 1 as amended——

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order, if
I heard the amendment correctly——

Mr. O'MALLEY. Mr. Chairman, I submit the gentleman's
point of order comes too late. The Chair had already recog-
nized me, and I was proceeding with my argument.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair thinks the point'of order
comes too late. The gentleman had offered his amendment
and been recognized and was proceeding with his discussion.

The Chair overrules the point of order.

Mr, O'MALLEY. Mr, Chairman, the purpose of section 2,
according to its language, is to protect the interests of the
consumer., The authority given the Secretary of Agriculture
in section 2 supposedly is authority for the protection of the
interests of the consumer, but insofar as section 2 goes il is
only a group of nice words; it does not mean anything,

We have delegated enough authority to the Secretary of
Agriculture in the past few years to make him rank with
the former Czars of the Russias. Why not, then, give him
additional authority to protect the interests of the consumer
against rising prices; and one of the ways in which we can
give the Secretary of Agriculture authority to check prices
when they get out of bounds is fo add these few words to this
section that I propose. My amendment would make the sec-
tion actually effective by giving the Secretary of Agriculture
authority to establish a maximum price which may be
charged the consumers upon the commodities designated in
the Agricultural Adjustment Act.

The farmers of the country represent 30,000,000 consumers,
but the residents of the cities of this country represent
equally as many, if not more, consumers, and they ought to
have some protection from the costs and from the results of
this Agricultural Adjustment Act. While we are giving au-
thority to the Secretary of Agriculture to designate the prices
that shall be paid the farmers, let us also give him some
authority to control the prices which the consumers of this
country have to pay for the necessities of life, the things they
eat and wear, which they must buy, whether they are on
relief or receiving the average meager income paid to the
great mass of workers.

Mr. Chairman, I hope this amendment will be adopted.

Mr. JONES. Mr, Chairman, under the decision of the
Supreme Cowrt if an attempt is made to fix prices by legis-
lation a yardstick would have to be laid down, and this is
not done by this amendment.

Mr. O'MALLEY. MTr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JONES. No; I am sorry I cannot yield.

In the second place it is very doubtful, even if you did
say that you could fix a particular price, that it would be
constitutional, because it is not limited in its application
to commodities in interstate commerce.

In the third place, the gentleman said he represents a city
district and is not interested in the farmers’ prices. There-
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fore, for all of the three reasons cited I ask that the amend-
ment be defeated.

Mr., WHITE. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the amendment may be read again.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the Clerk will read
the amendment.

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the O'Malley amendment.

The CHAIRMAN, The guestion is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. O'MaLLEY].

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment,
which I send to the desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. MicHENER: Page 1, line 3, after the
word “that”, strike out the remainder of the section and in-
sert in lieu thereof the following: “section 2 of the Agricultural

?Jiljustment Act, as amended, is hereby amended to read as
ollows:

“*Src. 2. It is hereby declared to be the policy of Congress—

“‘(1) Through the exercise of the powers conferred upon the
Secretary of Agriculture under this title, to establish and main-
tain such balance between the production and consumption of
agricultural commodities, and such marketing conditions there-
for, as will reestablish prices to farmers at a level that will give
agricultural commodities a purchasing power with respect to
articles that farmers buy, equivalent to the purchasing power of
agricultural commodities in the base period; and, in the case of
all commodities for which the base period is the pre-war period,
August 1909 to July 1914, will also reflect current interest pay-
ments per acre on farm indebtedness secured by real estate and
fax payments per acre on farm real estate, as contrasted with
such interest payments, and tax payments during the base period.
The base period in the case of all agricultural commodities ex-
cept tobacco shall be the pre-war period, August 1909—July 1914.
In the case ¢f tobacco, the base period shall be the post-war
period, August 1919-—July 1929,

“*(2) To protect the interest of the consumer by {a) approach-
ing the level of prices which it 1s declared to be the policy of
Congress to establish a subsection (1) of this section by gradual
correction of the current level at as rapid a rate as the Secretary
of Agriculture deems to be in the public interest and feasible
in view of the current consumptive demand in domestic and for-
eign markets, and (b) authorizing no action under this title
which has for its p the maintenance of prices to farmers
above the level which it is declared to be the policy of Congress
to establish in subsection (1) of this section.'”™

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Chairman, I do not want to be con-
sidered as scolding the members of committees about the
form of bills, This amendment in no way changes what the
committee seeks to accomplish. Section 1 of the bill fur-
nishes the mechanics and lays down a formula whereby
existing law is to be amended. The amendment which I pre-
sent is the result accomplished if the directions as set forth
in section 1 of the bill are carried out. In short, it is the
accomplishment, and not the narration, of the operation
which the Committee seeks to perform on section 2 of the
Agricultural Adjustment Act.

No one will contend that section 1 of this bill as drafted is
properly drafted. Such draftsmanship would be unworthy
of the crudest State legislature or county board of super-
visors in the country. Imagine a court wanting fo ascertain
what the law was and being confronted with a statute which
directed him to strike out a semicolon, insert a comma, strike
out certain language and insert other language in lieu
thereof; and this in the shape of an amendment to the orig-
inal statute. It would be necessary for him to call a stenog-
rapher and to redraft the statute before he could tell what
he was asked to rule upon. If we adopt this bill as draffed,
the court will be obliged to do that very thing. :

We have a legislative counsel, or drafting service, in which
we have taken much pride in the past, and on whom we have
been wont to rely. Mr. O'Brien, of that service, is in attend-
ance upon the committee, and I have talked with him about
this form of draftsmanship, These men are experts and the
committee should yield to their judgment. If does not
require an expert to amend by * striking out ” and * insert-
ing ” only. There is no justification or excuse for such
slovenly, loose, vague, and uncertain language as is found in
this bill.

No excuse is given or can be given other than that it is not
desired to be specific, because there might be some omission,
or that the attention of the House might be called to existing
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law, which upon consideration might be further objected to,
or perchance a properly drafted statute might require a little
more printing. Surely we should not economize in printing
at the expense of properly worded legislation.

Someone has suggested to me that the compiler of the
statutes could figure this out and that the !aw-boo}: com=-
panies will prepare proper compilations by assembling the
statutes and working out the formulae given by the Con-
gress. We all know these compilers’ editions are not au-
thority in court. The statutes are what count, and each
statute must stand on its own bottom. Congress should
make the statutes intelligible and not rely upon fallible
compilers.

I call your attention to the report of the committee filed
in this case with special reference to that part complying
with the Ramseyer rule. The Ramseyer rule requires .three
things: First, the printing in roman type of the existing
law sought to be altered; second, the inclusion within braf:k-
ets of that part of the existing law to be amended; third,
the printing in italics of the new matter added to the sec-
tion. We all realize the value of this printing. Now, if you
take section 2 as presented in the committee report under
the Ramseyer rule and strike out everything between the
brackets, which, as stated above, is the part of the old law
eliminated, and reenact the remainder of the section, you
will have a complete statement of the section as amended.
This is good draftsmanship, is clear, concise, and tells the
whole story. This is all that my amendment seeks to ac-
complish. It in no way changes the intention of the com-
mittee in reference to the changes in the section.

I realize that this amendment, regardless of its merit,
cannot be adopted without the approval of the chairman of
the committee. I am sure that the chairman of the com-
mittee will not deny that this amendment is proper. If
this amendment is adopted, then I shall offer similar amend-
ments to each succeeding section of this bill, and when the
bill leaves the House we will all know just what we have
enacted, and those called upon to obey the law will be able
to read and to understand without inserting, striking out,
and interpreting. Of course, if this amendment is not
adopted, I shall not take the time of the House and the
space in the ConcrEssioNaL REcorp in presenting the other
perfecting amendments.

Under the privilege granted I want to explain the action
which I shall take on this bill. I am not in favor of the
plowing-under policies of the A. A. A. I realize that some-
thing must be done, if possible, to make the tariff effective for
agriculture. I think that during my time in Congress I have
always voted for every reasonable proposal that might aid
the farmer. I voted for the McNary-Haugen bill. I voted
for the Farm Board. I voted for the so-called “allotment
plan " in the Seventy-second Congress. I hiave been ready
to vote for the debenture plan. This was because no better
plan was suggested, and I have felt for many years that the
farmers’ condition was such that some relief must be given;
that nothing was certain and that a trial was necessary.

Before the Schechter decision on the N. R. A. the National
Grange, the Farm Bureau, and the Milk Producers’ Associa-
tion from my State called upon the Michigan delegation, urg-
ing the enactment of the amendments then proposed to the
A. A, A, Since that time the N. R. A. decision has, in my
judgment, determined that much of the A. A. A. and the pro-
posed amendments, including the license feature, are uncon-
stitutional. I have not had any endorsement for the pending
amendments from anyone, with the exception of the Wash-
ington representative of the Milk Producers’ Association.

It is true that the existing amendments attempt to circum-
vent the constitutional objections set forth in the N. R. A.
decision, but I do not believe that this has been accomplished.
‘We may change the “licenses” to “orders”, but it takes
more than a change in name to make the change real and
effective.

I realize that there is some logic in the suggestion that this
is all an experiment and that the committee has attempted to
include within the four corners of the present bill provisions
resembling the McNary-Haugen bill and the debenture plan,

Some of the suggestions in this bill are admirable, but, taken
as a whole, with the inclusion of the processing taxes and the
continued regimentation of agriculture, the bill is unpalatable
to one who believes that the farmer should be permitted to
go to bed when he gets ready, to arise at his discretion, to
plant, to sow, to reap, and to sell as his good judgment dic-
tates. We must have cooperation, but we must not have
bureaucratic dictatorship.

A large percentage of my constituents are farmers. Their
ancestors have lived on and from the soil. Their children
have been educated. Their homes have been improved—and
all this without dictation from some agent sent out by the
Federal Government to control their everyday going and
coming. Our people just cannot get used to this kind of
thing, and I am not going to be a party to placing a penalty
on initiative, industry, and thrift. There is too much artifi-
ciality in everything we do nowadays. Let us get back and be
more real.

We all know that it is the surplus crop that is causing the
trouble, and I am ready to attempt the principles of the
equalization fee, the embargo, or any other sound principle
that will make the tariff effective for agriculture. I am not
going to add encouragement to legislation and practices that
tax the consumer to pay the farmer not o produce, and, at
the same time, put the American producer of what is left
out of business by permitting foreign importations of agri-
cultural commodities.

A number of the members of the Agriculture Committee
will give facts and figures during this debate showing the
quantities of farm productions imported since the A. A. A. has
been in effect. It is not only interesting but it is depressing.
Let us stop this thing, rather than continue the policies of
the A. A. A.

I shall vote against these amendments, and in so doing
believe that I am voting for the best inferests of the real
farmers in America. The farmer does not ask for a subsidy,
all he wants is the cost of production and a reasonable profit.
He must be placed on a parity with other industry. He does
not want to destroy the things other people need. Make it
possible for him to handle the accumulated indebtedness of
the years when he was not given equal opportunity with
others and he will ask no more.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
amendment,

Mr. Chairman, according to the gentleman’s statement, it
makes no difference in legal effect if we adopt the additional
language which he suggests, and that would make necessary
the recopying of both acts which are referred to in this meas-
ure. So far as practical life is concerned, I do not think it
would be of any additional help, except it would cost more
money for reprinting. If we recopied all of the laws that are
amended in this House, there might not be anything for the
gentleman’s Committee on Revision of the Laws to do, and I
do not want to take that job away from him.

May I say that the country lawyer relies on the compilation
of the statutes, and that is what is presented in court. Of
course, if introduced in evidence, a certified copy of the
measure must be produced. We have complied literally with
the orders of this House under the Ramseyer rule. In back
of the committee report is shown each section amended, with
the changes therein. That is the customery procedure which
is followed in this House in connection with practically all
bills,

This bill has a great many technical provisions in it, but
has been carefully drawn and gone over. If we undertook
to rewrite each paragraph of the bill here on the floor of
the House we would be in utter confusion before we got
through. At the appropriate time, if the gentleman wants
to redraft this entire bill setting out each provision and have
it checked and rechecked, I do not object to his having
unanimous consent to suggest the changes and have it
printed in that way when we are through, but let that be
done as a separate proposition. We have complied with the
procedure established by the House, and unless the House
sees fit to change the procedure we do not feel at liberty to
depart from it.
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Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. JONES. Yes.

Mr. MICHENER. I may say to the gentleman that so
far as the procedure of the House is concerned, such pro-
cedure has not been followed.

Mr. JONES. It has been followed in most cases.

Mr. MICHENER. Just recently we have been following
that procedure, and it seems to me that a statute should be
so plain that anyone could read it and know what it means
without having to refer to some other statute and then
superimpose the amendments on the other statute before
anyone can tell just what is the law.

Mr, JONES. I think this is plain.

[Here the gavel fell.l

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Michigan.

The amendment was rejected.

The Clerk read as follows:

Sec. 2. Section 8 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act, as
amended, is amended by striking out everything preceding subsec-
tion (2) and inserting in lieu thereof the following:

“(1) Whenever the Secretary of Agriculture has reason to be-
lieve that:

“(a) The current average farm price for any basic agricultural
commodity is less than, or is likely during the current or nexg
succeeding marketing year for such commodity to be less than, the
fair exchange value thereof; and

“(b) The conditions of and factors relating to the production,
marketing, and consumption of such commodity are such that the
exercise of any one or more of the powers conferred upon the
Secretary under subsections (2) and (3) of this section would
tend to effectuate the declared policy of this title, and that the
exercise of any one or more of such powers would be administra-
tively practicable;
he shall cause an Immediate investigation to be made to
determine such facts. If, upon the basis of such investiga-
tion, the Secretary finds the existence of such facts, he
shall exercise such one or more of the powers conferred upon him
under subsections (2) and (3) of this section as he finds, upon
the basis of such investigation, administratively practicable and
best calculated to effectuate the declared policy of this title.

“(2) Bubject to the provisions of subsection (1) of this section,
the Secretary of Agriculture shall provide, through agreements
with producers or by other voluntary methods—

“(a) For such adjustment in the acreage or in the production
for market, or both, of any basic agricultural commodity, as he
finds, upon the basis of the investigation made pursuant to sub-
section (1) of this section, will tend to effectuate the declared
policy of this title, and to make such adjustment program prac-
ticable to operate and administer; and

“(b) For rental or benefit payments in connection with such
agreements or methods in such amounts as he finds, upon the
basis of such investigation, to be fair and reasonable and best
calculated to effectuate the declared policy of this title and to
make such program practicable to operate and administer, to be
paid out of any moneys available for such payments or to be
made in quantities of one or more basic agricultural commodities
acquired by the Secretary pursuant to this title.

“(4) Subject to the provisions of subsection (1) of this section,
the Secretary of Agriculture shall make payments, out of any
moneys available for such payments, in such amounts as he
finds, upon the basis of the investigation made pursuant to sub-
section (1) of this section, to be fair and reasonable and best
calculated to effectuate the declared policy of this title:

“(a) To remove from the normal channels of trade and com-
&iﬂ” quantities of any basic agricultural commodity or product

reof;

“(b) To expand domestic or foreign markets for any basic agri-
cultural commodity or product thereof;

“(c) In connection with the production of that part of any
basic agricultural commodity which is required for domestic con-
sumption.

“(4) Whenever, during a period during which any of the powers
conferred in subsection (2) or (3) is being exercised, the Secre-
tary of Agriculture has reason to believe that, with respect to
any basic agricultural commodity:

“(a) The current average farm price for such commedity is not
less than, and is not likely during the current or next succeeding
marketing year for such commodity to be less than, the fair ex-
change value thereof, or

“(b) The conditions of and factors relating to the production,
marketing, and consumption of such commodity are such that
none of the powers conferred in subsections (2) and (3), and no
eombination of such powers, would, if exercised, tend to effectu-
ate the declared policy of this title or that the exercise thereof
would not be administratively practicable,
he shall cause an immediate investigation to be made to deter-
mine such facts, If, upon the basis of such investigation, the
Secretary finds the existence of such facts, he shall not exercise

any of such powers with respect to such commodity after the end
of the marketing year current at the time when such finding is
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m:liz and prior to a new finding under subsection (1) of this
section.

“(5) In the course of any investigation required to be made
under subsection (1) or subsection (4) of this section, the Secre-
tary of Agriculture shall hold one or more hearings, and give due
notice and opportunity for interested parties to be heard.

“(6) No payment under this title made In an agricultural com-
modity acquired by the Secretary In pursuance of this title shall
be made in a commodity other than that in respect of which the
payment is being made. For the purposes of this subsection, hogs
and field corn may be considered as one commodity.

“(7) In the case of sugar beets or sugarcane, in the event that
it shall be established to the satisfaction of the Secretary of Agri-
culture that returns to growers or producers, under the contract
for the 1033-34 crop of sugar beets or sugarcane, entered into by
and between the processors and producers and/or growers thereof,
were reduced by reason of the payment of the processing tax,
and/or the corresponding fioor stocks tax, on sugar beets or sugar-
cane, in addition to the foregoing rental or benefit payments, the
Secretary of Agriculture shall make such payments, representing
in whole or in part such tax, as the Secretary deems fair and
reasonable, to producers who agree, or have agreed, to participate
in the program for reduction in the acreage or reduction in the
production for market, or both, of sugar beets or sugarcane.

“(8) In the case of rice, the Secretary of Agriculture, in exer-
cising the power conferred upon him by subsection (2) of
section to provide for rental or benefit payments, is directed to
provide in any agreement entered into by him with any rice pro-
ducer pursuant to such subsection, upon such terms and condi-
tions as the Secretary determines will best effectuate the declared
policy of this title, that the producer may pledge for production
credit in whole or in part his right to any rental or benefit pay-
ments under the terms of such agreement and that such agree-
ment and that such producer may designate therein a payee to
receive such rental or benefit payments.

“(9) Under regulations of the Secretary of Agriculture requiring
adequate facilities for the storage of any nonperishable agricul-
tural commodity on the farm, inspection and measurement of any
such commodity so stored, and the locking and sealing thereof,
and such other regulations as may be prescribed by the Secretary
of Agriculture for the protection of such commodity and for the
marketing thereof, a reasonable percentage of any benefit payment
may be advanced on any such commodity so stored. In any such
case, such deduction may be made from the amount of the benefit
payment as the Secretary of Agriculture determines will reason-
ably compensate for the cost of inspection and sealing but no
deduction may be made for interest.”

Mr. KVALE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment,
which I send to the desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. KvaLE: On page 8, line 8, at the
end of the section, add the following subsection:

“(10) No agreement shall be entered into pursuant to the pro-
visions of this section unless such agreement shall contain provi-
sions with respect to agricultural laborers, share tenants, and
share croppers employed or engeged in farming upon all land
owned or controlled by any party to such agreement:

“(A) Providing for the distribution, directly to and in the
name of the particular party in interest, of any payments made
pursuant to such agreements upon such basis as the Secretary
deems fair and just between owners, landlords, share tenants,
and share croppers.”

Mr. JONES [(interrupting the reading of the amend-
ment). Mr. (-'.‘fmirman, the reading has progressed far
enough to show that this amendment is subject to a point
of order.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Chairman, may we have the
full amendment read? I submit the point of order should
be made after the amendment has been read.

Mr, JONES. I do not object to having the amendment
printed in the Recorp, but I do not see any use in reading a
lot of matter here that is clearly not germane, and I make
the point of order that the amendment is not germane to
the section or to the paragraph.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has noted the gentleman's
point of order, but would suggest that the reading of the
amendment be completed before ruling on the point of
order. 1

The Clerk resumed the reading of the amendment, as
follows:

(B) Providing that any adjustment in acreage or production
required or effected pursuant to such agreement shall be effected
ratably among such persons as continue to be employed or en-
gaged in farming upon the land covered by such agreement, and
that the same number of share-tenants, of share-croppers, and of
agricultural laborers which was employed or engaged in farming
before such agreement was entered into upon the land covered
by such agreement shall be employed or engaged in farming upon
such land at all times during the period covered by such agree-
ment.
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(11) The Secretary of Agriculture, or any person employed or
engaged in farming upon the land covered by any agreement en-
tered into pursuant to this section, may bring a bill in equity,
regardless of the amount in controversy, in the District Court
of the United States for the district in which such land is located
to enjoin the breach or compel the observance of any provision
required by subsection (10) of this section or section 8g of this
title, to be included in the agreement covering the land upon
which such person is employed or engaged in farming. Violation
of any such provision by any party to any such agreement is
hereby declared to be a misdemeanor and shall be punishable by
a fine of not less than $50 and not more than $100 for each day
that such violation continues.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from K Texas makes a
point of order against the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Minnesota. Does the gentleman from Minne-
sota desire to be heard on the point of order?

Mr, KVALE. I think not, Mr. Chairman. I shall have to
abide by the decision of the Chair, and I am hopeful the
Chair will give the amendment a liberal construction. The
amendment has been rather carefully drawn, and while I
have no pride of authorship, I hope the amendment may be
considered in order and that we may vote upon it.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, the generally accepted rule is
that if any part of an amendment is subject to a point of
order, the entire amendment is subject to the point of order,
and this brings in entirely new subject matter not contained
in either the section or the paragraph.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair thinks the amendment does
introduce new subject matter not contemplated by the hill,
and is clearly subject to a point of order. The Chair there-
fore sustains the point of order.

Mr. HOEPPEL. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the
last word, and ask unanimous consent to revise my remarks
and to extend in the Recorp three telegrams which I have
received in opposition to this bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from California asks
unanimous consent to extend his remarks in the REcorp in
the manner indicated. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. HOEPPEL. Mr. Chairman, I am in somewhat of a
quandary in respect to this bill. I do not know whether I
shall support it or not, but I do know that I am unalterably
opposed to the inequitable, un-American, and in my opinion,
uneconomical method of relief which it embodies.

When I passed through Gillette, Wyo., last year, on my
way to California, Government agents were then in Gillette,
with automobiles loaded with ammunition and firearms, with
instructions to go out on the ranches and kill 200,000 head
of sheep. These sheep, after slaughter, were to be left where
they fell, the owners, however, to be permitted to take the
hides if they wished. I cannot subscribe to such a policy of
destruction and artificial stimulus of the price of foodstuffs.

This bill we are now discussing proposes also a curtail-
ment in the production or distribution of oranges. I believe
that every child in America should have an orange when-
ever he wants it and I protest the enactment of legislation
which will make the consumption of oranges impossible for
our poor and undernourished children.

Instead of limiting our production of oranges and other
basic foods, I favor increased production in order that essen-
tial foodstuffs for a balanced diet may be available to all
our people and through proper nutrition, the health of our
Nation may be safeguarded.

I am in favor of assisting the agricultural producer to the
fullest possible extent, but not through the means proposed
in this bill.

Another feature in this bill to which I am opposed, and
it is a very important one—is the processing tax, which is
a tax levied upon the consumer.

If we are to have a processing tax, it should come from a
general tax levy. This tax should be placed upon the sur-
plus of large corporations, upon the larger incomes of $50,000
or more, and on gifts and inheritances. There are one hun-
dred-and-forty-odd thousand families in the county of Los
Angeles now on relief. Under the provisions of this bill this
inequitable, unfair, and un-American processing tax, which
each and every individual must pay, increases the cost of
living to all our people, but the burden is heaviest on those
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whose funds are pitifully inadequate for the barest necessi-
ties of life.

By the imposition of these processing taxes the price of
lard is raised 21 cents per pound, flour $1.38 a barrel, bone-
less ham 7 cents a pound, sugar one-half cent a pound,
bread-one-half cent per loaf, salted peanuts 114 cents per
pound, and peanut butter 134 cents per pound. Taxes ap-
parently will be continued for 2! years on the cotton in
women’s and children’s dresses, diapers, shirts, pajamas,
overalls, sheets, handkerchiefs, underwear, work gloves,
window curtains, thread, and so forth.

Today, in the city of Washington, bacon is 47 cents per
pound and steak as high as 65 cents per pound. We should
remember that the administration paid millions of dollars
for the destruction of pigs and additional millions for the
destruction of cattle and other livestock, with the idea of
raising prices for the producer of these commodities, while
under our ridiculous reciprocal tariff procedure we are im-
porting 10 times more fats, oils, and so forth, than we are
exporting, thus apparently curtailing our own production
for the benefit and profit of foreign agricultural producers.

The administration, however, appears to be little concerned
as to the plight of the consumer. Under the work-relief
plans, wages as low as $19 per month are provided for our
unfortunate, worthy unemployed. The maximum for the
highest type of professional employee is $95 per month.
With our present prices, how far will $19 per month go?
Some of our workers will not he able to buy a pound of
meat with the wages of a day's work! In our efforts to
increase prices through unnatural processes, we are increas-
ing the cost of living, lowering the American standard of
living, lowering the American wage standard, and reducing
the purchasing power of our people! Such short-sighted,
inconsistent policies are their own assurance of failure!

Furthermore, I contend that this bill is unconstitutional.
Ii is unfair to the general population to take general rev-
enues to subsidize a distinct class of people as we are pro-
posing to do in this bill, and it is discriminatory indeed to
take the revenues from tariff imposts and fo apply them in
the interest of the farmers for the purpose of developing
foreign trade. It is my opinion that the hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars of general revenue with which we propose to
experiment to develop a foreign market could best be spent
here at home for an adequate old-age pension and for pen-
sions to the disabled and to widows with children who are
without sufficient means of support. Certainly these Amer-
ican citizens, if they were given these millions of dollars,
would spend this money here at home and the farmer would
be directly benefited rather than hypothetically benefited
through the proposed experiment of spending hundreds of
millions of dollars to develop our foreign trade. The Amer-
ican market is one of the most valuable assets of this Na-
tion, and we would do well to protect and maintain it in
the interests of our own people, instead of sacrificing it for
hoped-for advantages in foreign frade.

There is no individual with common sense who is opposed
to giving the farmer an adequate return on his investment
and labor, but even the farmer himself, in his heart, must
condemn the stupidity of paying for crop destruction or
idleness. Instead of trafficking with the public funds and
placing an inordinate tax on the consumer, which doubly
oppresses the unemployed, we should enact legislation now
before us providing for the cost of production, plus a reason-
able profit, for the farmer; we should enact the Frazier-
Lemke bill to free the farmer from the tentacles of the money-
lender and we should refrain from the present tendency of
Government to coerce and intimidate one group within an
industry at the expense of another. With the myriad of
bureaus which have been established in the new deal and
the bureaucracy which is being developed we may eventually
find ourselves with one-half of our population in Government
positions of one sort or another, seeking to tell the other 50
percent of the people how they should conduct their
business. ;

I reiterate that I am somewhat in a quandary as to how
to vote on this bill, due to the fact that certain of the larger,
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cooperative associations favor this bill, while practically all
of the smaller or independent associations oppose the bill.

Under leave to insert in the REecorp, I include herewith
three of the many telegrams I have received, all of which
were opposed to the enactment of this legislation.

Los AwcELES, CALIF., June 18, 1935.
Joan H. HOEPPEL,
Representative, Washingion, D. C.:

Undersigned vigorously oppose amendments Agricultural Adjust-
ment Act. Prorating markets and limiting to specific grades and
sizes absolutely unsound and confiscatory to some growers. Dele-
gation authority to State officials by BSecretary Agriculture we
believe unconstitutional. Fifty percent approval clause absolutely
unsound due inability enforce. Control into specific markets most
unfair, as undersigned over period years have built up special trade
certain markets. All undersigned at meeting June 14 passed fol-
lowing resolution:

“This group independent growers and shippers being of opinion
present California-Arizona citrus marketing agreement not legal,
and being operated only as gentlemen’s agreement, and recognizing
necessity orderly marketing method and agreeing continuance pro
rate willing carry on provided following amendments to agreement
adopted to make present program: Eliminate intrastate shipments
from pro rate; eliminate f. o. b. shipping point acceptance orders
from pro rate, the same regulations to apply on f. o. b. sales as
apply export; that have only one area in pro rate.”

Representing over 10,000 cars citrus, we ask your support our
contentions. TUnless these changes in amendments and new
amendments added marketing agreement will foster monopolles
and curtail if not completely eliminate smaller individual opera-
tors. Reply.

C. B. Moore, 1231 East Seventh Street, Los Angeles, Calif,;
American Fruit Growers; Randolph Marketing Co.;
Andrews Bros.; Banks Fruit Co.; California Citrus Cash
Cooperatives; California Fruit Distributors; Cherokee
Citrus Co.; Fusch Fruit Co.; Gentile Bros.; Gold Banner
Association; Gold Buckle Association; Gore Packing Co.;
Hanson Fruit Co.; Erinard Packing Co.; Theodore
Erumm Lyn & Sons; Meffered Bros.; Pico Citrus Asso-
clation; Placentia Orchards; Quality Fruit Co.;, San
Antonio Orchards; Speich & Co., EKenneth BSpencer;
Emil Steiner; Sunny Hills Ranch; Granada Packing Co.;
Engebretson Grupe Angeles Brokerage; Growers Service
Co; Federal Fruit Distributors; Urick Hollls Reedley
Grape Growers.

WHrTTIER, CALIF., June 15, 1935.
Hon. Joun H. HOEPPEL,
House of Representatives, Washington, D, C.:

We oppose proposed amendments to Agricultural Adjustment
Act, which permit-monopoly under State authority, unfair, im-
practicable, discriminatory in volume movement to markets of
specific grades, sizes, and quality, strangles exports, with like
reaction on domestic shipments. Therefore, request California
citrus fruits be excluded from amendments.

INDEX MUTUAL ASSOCIATION.

PomoNA, Cavrrr., June 15, 1935.
Jorn H. HoEPPEL,
Representative, Washington, D. C.:

We oppose amendments to the Agricultural Adjustment Act and
request that California citrus fruits be excluded from them,
because—

First, permits proration of markets, limiting of specific grades,
gizes, and gualities.

Second, limits exports when we should stimulate exports in
order to relieve domestic markets,

Third, permits Secretary of Agriculture to pass control over to
State officials.

Fourth, permits putting orders into effect upon 50-percent ap-
proval when experience proves that even with 80-percent approval
it is difficult to administer agreements.

Controls volume going into specific markets, which is unfair
and impracticable, because certain shippers have special trade in
specific markets built up over many years.

Grade, size, and quality control are discriminatory because all
do not have same amount of grades, sizes, and guality, which
would compel some to ship less than others.

Permitting State officials to administer orders will prove dis-
astrous. We urge you to prevent adoption of such amendments.

LAvERNE COOPERATIVE CITRUS ASSOCIATION.

POTATOES

Mr. BREWSTER., Mr. Chairman and ladies and gentle-
men of the Committee, I want to speak of the very serious
situation that confronts us in Maine.

Coming down here with our native Yankee caution, ex-
ceedingly suspicious of encroachment upon our boasted indi-
vidualism, we have now come to realize, so far as my part
of the country is concerned, that we are confronted by a
condition and not a theory. That condition is that potatoes
in my district today are selling for 10 cents a barrel.
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If some of you gentlemen concerned in cotton can conceive
of cotton selling at 1 cent a pound, you can realize what it
means to us. Or if corn were selling at 5 cents a bushel or
wheat at 10 cents a bushel, you would realize what it means-
to us to have potatoes selling at 1 cent a peck. In Aroostook
County this month 1,000,000 barrels of potatoes are being
dumped into the fields to rot without a market of any kind
into which they can move.

What is the answer to this question? I will not pretend
to say in the brief time allotted to me, but I do wish to say
that we are vitally concerned. We are faced with absolute
ruin. We are willing and desirous to cooperate in any meas-
ure that shall afford to us some measure of relief.

We realize that potatoes may come within the classifica-
tion in this bill as a vegetable. It is the conviction, how-
ever, of those who have given the closest study to the potato
problem that under these amendments it will not be possible
to assist in any adequate measure the potato producers of
this country. We recognize that thus far there are 14 farm
crops of the United States given recognition as basic com-
modities. Potatoes thus far have received no recognition,
although they are the fourth food crop of the United States.
We must ask of this assemblage before adjournment very
serious consideration of the Warren bill that shall accord to
potatoes something of the position to which they are en-
titled in the agricultural program as the fourth food crop
of the United States.

We appreciate the consideration given to us by the Chair-
man of the Committee on Agriculture and his associates.
We hope before this session closes that you may give to this
commodity, and to 100,000 people in Maine who face ruin
at the present time, and to millions of others concerned in
the potato crop throughout the country, the same considera-
tion that has been afforded to the 14 basic commodities
hitherto extended aid. [Applause.]

The Clerk read as follows:

BEc. 3. The first sentence of subsection (b) of section 12 of the
Agricultural Adjustment Act, as amended, is amended to read as
follows: " In addition to the foregoing, for the purpose of effectuat-
ing the declared policy of this title, a sum equal to the proceeds
derived from all taxes imposed under this title are hereby appro-
priated to be available to the Secretary of Agriculture for (1) the
acquisition of any agricultural commodity pledged as security for
any loan made by any Federal agency, which loan was conditioned
upon the borrower agreeing or having agreed to cooperate with a
program of production adjustment or marketing adjustment
adopted under the authority of this title, and (2) the following
purposes under part 2 of this title: Administrative expenses, pay=-
n&;x;:a" authorized to be made under section 8, and refunds on
Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend-
ment which I send to the desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment by Mr. Jones: Page 8, line 14, strike out the word
“are” and insert the word “ is.”

The amendment was agreed to.
The Clerk read as follows:

Sec. 5. The Agricultural Adjustment Act, as amended, is
amended by striking out section 8 (3) thereof and by adding after
section 8b, the following new section:

* ORDEES

“8gc. 8c. (1) The Secretary of Agriculture shall, subject to the
provisions of this section, issue, and from time to time amend,
orders applicable to processors, associations of producers, and
others, engaged in the handling of any agricultural commodity
or product thereof specified in subsection (2) of this section.
Such persons are referred to in this title as ‘handlers.’ Such
orders shall regulate, in the manner hereinafter in this section
provided, the handling of such agricultural commodity, or prod-
uct thereof, in the current of interstate or foreign commerce, or
so as directly to burden, obstruct, or aflect, interstate or foreign
commerce in such commedity or product thereof.

* COMMODITIES TO WHICH APPLICABLE

“(2) Orders issued pursuant to this section shall be applicable
only to the following agricultural commodities and the products
thereof (except products of naval stores), or to any regional,
or market classification of any such commodity or product: Milk,
fruits (including pecans and walnuts but not including apples
and not including fruits for canning), tobacco, vegetables (not
including vegetables for canning), and naval stores as defined in
the Naval Stores Act. As used in this section, the term °‘vege-
tables’ includes soybeans.
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“ NOTICE AND HEARING
“(3) Whenever the Secretary of Agriculture has reason o be-
lieve that the issuance of an order will tend to effectuate the
declared policy of this title with respect to any commodity or
product thereof specified in subsection (2) of this section, he
shall give due notice of and an opportunity for a hearing upon a

proposed order.
“ FINDING AND ISSUANCE OF ORDER

“(4) After such notice and opportunity for hearing, the Secre-
tary of Agriculture shall issue an order if he finds, and set forth in
such order, upon the evidence introduced at such hearing (in
addition to such other findings as may be specifically required by
this section) that the issuance of such order and all of the terms
and conditions thereof will tend to effectuate the declared policy
of this title with respect to such commodity.

“ TERMS—MILE AND ITS PRODUCTS

“(5) In the case of milk and its products, orders issued pursu-
ant to this section shall contain one or more of the following
terms and conditions, and (except as provided in subsection (7))
no others:

“(A) Classifying milk in accordance with the form in which it
is ultimately used or consumed, and fixing, or providing a method
for fixing, minimum prices for each such use classification which
all handlers shall pay, and the time when payments shall be made,
for milk purchased from producers or associations of producers.
Such prices shall be uniform as to all handlers, subject only to
adjustments for (1) volume, market, and production differentials
customarily applied by the handlers subject to such order, (2) the
grade or quality of the milk purchased, and (3) the locations at
which delivery of such milk, or any use classification thereof, is
made to such handlers.

“(B) Providing:

“(i) for the payment to all producers and associations of pro-
ducers delivering milk to the same handler of uniform prices for
all milk delivered by them: Provided, That, except in the case of
orders covering milk products only, such provision is approved or
favored by at least three-fourths of the producers who, during a
representative period determined by the Secretary of Agriculture,
have been engaged in the production for market of milk covered
in such order or by producers who, during such representative
period, have produced at least three-fourths of the volume of such
milk produced for market during such period; the approval re-
quired hereunder shall be separate and apart from any other ap-
proval or disapproval provided for by this section; or

“(ii) for the payment to all producers and associations of pro-
ducers delivering milk to all handlers of uniform prices for all
milk so delivered, irrespective of the uses made of such milk by
the individual handler to whom it is delivered;

subject, in either case, only to adjustments for (a) volume
market, and production differentials customarily applied by the
handlers subject to such order, (b) the grade or quality of the
milk delivered, (¢) the locations at which delivery of such milk
is made, and (d) a further adjustment, equitably to apportion the
total value of the milk sold by any handler, or by all handlers,
among producers and associations of producers, on the basis of
their production of milk during a representative period of time.

*“(C) In order to accomplish the purposes set forth in para-
graphs (A) and (B) of this subsection (5), providing a method for
making adjustments in payments, as among handlers (including
producers who are also handlers), to the end that the total sums
paid by each handler shall equal the value of the milk purchased
gy hlrm at the prices fixed in accordance with paragraph (A)

ereof.

“(D) In order to accomplish the purposes set forth in para-
graph (A) of this subsection (5), providing that all handlers shall
pay the price specified in such order for milk utilized for manu-
facturing purposes for all milk delivered to them by producers
who were not, upon the effective date of such order, regularly
selling milk for consumption in the area covered thereby, for the
period of 90 days from and after the commencement of deliveries
by such producers, respectively.

“(E) Providing for the verification of weights, sampling, and

of, and security for the payment for, milk purchased.

“(F) Nothing contained in this subsection (5) is intended or
shall be construed to prevent a cooperative marketing association
qualified under the provisions of the act of Congress of February
18, 1922, as amended, known as the ‘Capper-Volstead Act', en-
gaged In making collective sales or marketing of milk or its
products for the producers thereof, from blending the net pro-
ceeds of all of its sales in all markets in all use classifications, and
making distribution thereof to its producers in accordance with
the contract between the association and its producers: Provided,
That is shall not sell milk or its products to any handler for use
or consumption in any market at prices less than the prices fixed
pursuant to paragraph (A) of this subsection (5) for such milk.

“ TERMS—OTHER COMMODITIES

“(6) In the case of fruits (including pecans and walnuts but
not including apples and not including fruits for canning) and
their products, tobacco and its products, vegetables (not includ-
ing vegetables for canning) and their products, and naval stores
as defined in the Naval Stores Act, orders issued pursuant to,this
section shall contain one or more of the following terms and con-
ditions, and (except as provided in subsection (7)) no others:

“{A) Limiting, or providing methods for the limitation of, the
total quantity of any such commodity or product, or of any grade,
size, or quality thereof, produced during any period or
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periods, which may be marketed in or transported to any or all
markets during any specified period or periods by all handlers
th

ereof.
“(B) Allotting, or providing methods for allotting, the amount
of such commodity or product, or any grade, size, or quality
thereof, which each handler may purchase from or handle on
behalf of any and all producers thereof, during any specified
period or periods, under a uniform rule based upon the amounts
produced or sold by such producers in such prior period as the
Secretary determines to be representative, or upon the current
production or sales of such producers, or both, to the end that
the total quantity thereof to be purchased or handled during any
specified period or periods shall be apportioned equitably among
producers.

“(C) Allotting, or providing methods for allotting, the amount
of any such commodity or product, or any grade, size, or quality
thereof, which each handler may market in or transport to any
or all markets, under a uniform rule based upon the amounts
which each such handler has available for current shipment, or
upon the amounts shipped by each such handler in such prior
period as the Secretary determines to be representative, or both,
to the end that the total quantity of such commodity or product,
or any grade, size, or quality thereof, to be marketed in or trans-
ported to any or all markets during any specified period or periods
shall be equitably apportioned among all of the handlers thereof.

“(D) Determining, or providing methods for determining, the
existence and extent of the surplus of any such commodity or
product, or of any grade, size, or quality thereof, and providing
for the control and disposition of such surplus, and for equalizing
the burden of such surplus elimination or control among the
producers and handlers thereof.

“(E) Establishing, or providing for the establishment of, reserve
pools of any such commodity or product, or of any grade, size,
or quality thereof, and providing for the equitable distribution of
the net return derived from the sale thereof among the persons
beneficially interested therein.

“(F) Fixing, or providing methods for fixing, minimum prices
at which any such commodity or product, or any grade, size, or
quality thereof, shall be purchased by the first handlers subject
to such order: Provided, That such first handlers, as a group,
purchase or otherwise acquire not less than 50 percent of the
total quantity of the commodity or product covered by such
order directly from producers or assoclations of producers.

“TERMS COMMON TO ALL ORDERS

“(7) In the case of the agricultural commodities and the prod-
ucts thereof specified in subsection (2) orders shall contain one
or more terms and conditions:

“(A) Prohibiting unfair methods of competition and unfair
trade practices in the handling thereof.

“(B) Providing for the selection by the Secretary of Agriculture,
or a method for the selection, of an agency or agencies and de-
fining their powers and duties, which, among other things, shall
include the powers:

“(i) To administer such order in accordance with its terms
and provisions;

“(ii) To make rules and regulations to effectuate the terms and
provisions of such order;

“(ii1) To receive, investigate, and report to the Secretary of
Agriculture complaints of violations of such order; and

“(lv) To recommend to the Secretary of Agriculture amend-
ments to such order.

No person acting as a member of an agency established pursuant
to this paragraph (B) shall be deemed to be acting in an official
capacity, within the meaning of section 10 (g) of this title, unless
such person receives compensation for his personal services from
funds of the United States.

“(C) Incidental to, and not inconsistent with, the terms and
conditions specified in subsections (5), (6), and (7) and neces-
sary to effectuate the other provisions of such order.

““ ORDERS WITH MARKETING AGREEMENT

“(8) Except as provided in subsection (9) of this sectlon, no
order issued pursuant to this section shall become effective until
the handlers (excluding cooperative assoclations of producers
who are not engaged in processing, distributing, or shipping the
commodity or product thereof covered by such order) of not less
than 50 percent of the volume of the commodity or product thereof
covered by such order have signed a marketing agreement, en-
tered into pursuant to section 8b of this title, which regulates
the handling of such commodity or product in the same manner
as such order.

“ ORDERS WITH OR WITHOUT MARKETING AGREEMENT

“(9) (A) Any order issued pursuant to this section shall be-
come effective in the event that, notwithstanding the refusal or
failure of handlers (excluding cooperative associations of pro-
ducers who are not engaged in processing, distributing, or ship-
ping the commodity or product thereof covered by such order)
of more than 50 percent of the volume of the commodity or
product thereof covered by such order to sign & marketing agree-
ment relating to such commodity or product thereof, on which a
hearing has been held, the Secretary of Agriculture, with the
approval of the President, determines:

“(1) That the refusal or failure to sign a marketing agreement
(upon which a hearing has been held) by the handlers (excluding
cooperatlve associations of producers who are not engaged in
processing, distributing, or shipping the commodity or product
thereof covered by such order) of more than 50 percent of the




9570

volume of the commodity or product thereof specified therein
tends to prevent the effectuation of the declared policy of this
title with respect to such commodity or product, and
“(2) That the issuance of such order is-the only practical
means of advancing the interests of the producers of such com-
 modity pursuant to the declared policy, and is approved or ia-
vored by at least two-thirds of the producers who, during a rep-
resentative period determined by the Secretary, have been engaged
in the production for market of the commodity specified in such
marketing agreement or order, or by producers who, during such
representative period, have produced for market at least two-
thirds of the volume of such commodity produced for market
during such period.
‘“ MANNER OF REGULATION AND APPLICABILITY

“(10) No order shall be issued under this section unless it regu-

lates the handling of the commodity or product covered thereby

in the same manner as, and is made applicable only to persons in

the respective classes of industrial or commercial activity specified

in, a marketing agreement upon which a hearing has been held.
“ REGIONAL RULE

“(11) (A) No order shall be Issued under this section which is
applicable to all production areas or marketing areas, or both, of
any commodity or product thereof unless the Secretary finds that
the issuance of several orders applicable to the respective regional
production areas or regional marketing areas, or both, as the case
may be, of the commodity or product would not effectively carry
out the declared policy of this title.

“(B) Except in the case of milk and its products, orders issued
under this section shall be limited in their application to the
smallest regional production areas or regional marketing areas, or
both, as the case may be, which the Secretary finds practicable,
consistently with carrying out such declared policy.

“(C) All orders issued under this section which are applicable
to the same commodity or product thereof shall, so far as prac-
ticable, prescribe such different terms, applicable to different pro-
duction areas and marketing areas, as the finds neces-
sary to give due recognition to the differences in production and
marketing of such commodity or product in such areas.

* COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION AMENDMENT

“(12) Whenever, pursuant to the provisions of this section, the
Secretary is required to determine the approval or disapproval of
producers with respect to the issuance of any order, or any term
or condition thereof, or the termination thereof, the Secretary may
consider the approval or disapproval by any cooperative associa-
tion of producers, bona fide engaged in marketing the commodity
or product thereof covered by such order, or in rendering services
for or advancing the interests of the producers of such commodity,
as the approval or disapproval of the producers who are members
of, stockholders in, or under contract with, such cooperative asso-
ciation of producers,

“ RETAILER AND PRODUCER EXEMPTION

“(13) (A) No order issued under subsection (8) of this section
shall be applicable to any person who sells agricultural commodi-
ties or products thereof at retail in his capacity as such retailer,
except to a retailer in his capacity as a retaller of milk-and its
products.

“(B) No order issued under this title shall be applicable to any
producer in his capacity as a producer.

“ VIOLATION OF ORDER

“(14) Any handler subject to an order issued under this section,
or any officer, director, agent, or employee of such handler, who
violates any provision of such order (other than a provision call-
ing for payment of a pro rata share of expenses) shall, on convic-
tion, be fined not less than $50 or more than $500 for each such
violation, and each day during which such violation continues
shall be deemed a separate violation: Provided, That no person
shall be convicted under this title because of any violation of any
order or of any obligation imposed in connection therewith, if
such violation occurs between the date upon which such person
files with the Secretary a petition, with respect to such order or
obligation, as provided for in subsection (15), and 5 days after
the Becretary enters a ruling thereon.

“ PETITION BY HANDLER AND REVIEW

“(15) (A) Any handler subject to an order may file a written
petition with the Secretary of Agriculture, stating that any such
order or any provision of any such order or any obligation im-
posed in connection therewith is not in accordance with law and
praying for a modification thereof or to be exempted therefrom.
He shall thereupon be given an opportunity for a hearing upon
such petition, in accordance with regulations made by the Becre-
tary of Agriculture, with the approval of the President. After such
hearing, the Secretary shall make a ruling upon the prayer of such
petition which shall be final, if in accordance with law.

“(B) The District Courts of the United States (including the
Supreme Court of the District of Columbia) in any district in
which such handler is an inhabitant, or has his prineipal place of
business, is hereby vested with jurisdiction in equity to review
such ruling, provided a bill in equity for that purpose is filed
within 20 days from the date of the eniry of such ruling. Service
of process in such proceedings may be had upon the Secretary by
delivering to him a copy of the
determines that such ruling is
shall remand such proceedings to the Secretary
either (1) to make such ruling as the court shall determine to be
in accordance with law, or (2) to take such further proceedings
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as, in its opinion, the law requires. Nothing contained in this
subsection (15) shall be construed o prevent, hinder, or delay
the United States or the Secretary of Agriculture from p
the remedies provided for in section 8a (6) of this title. Any
Pproceedings brought pursuant to section 8a (6) of this title (ex-
cept where brought by way of counterclaim in proc insti-
tuted pursuant to this subsection (15)) shall abate whenever a
final decree has been rendered in proceedings between the same
parties, and covering the same subject matter, instituted pursuant
to this subsection (15).
“ TERMINATION OF ORDERS AND MARKETING AGREEMENTS

“(16) (A) The Secretary of Agriculture shall, whenever he finds
that any order issued under this section, or any provision thereof,
obstructs or does not fend to effectuate the declared policy of this
title, terminate or suspend the operation of such order or such
provision thereof.

“(B) The Secretary shall terminate any marketing agreement
entered into under section 8b, or order issued under this section,
at the end of the then current marketing period for such com-
modity, as specified in such agreement or order, when-
ever he finds that such termination is favored by a majority of
the producers who, a representative period determined by
the Becretary, have been engaged in the production for market of
the commodity specified in such marketing agreement or order,
provided that such majority have during such representative
period produced for market more than 50 percent of the volume
of such commodity produced for market during such period, but
such termination shall be effective only if announced on or before
such date (prior to the end of the then current marketing period)
as may be specified in such marketing agreement or order.

“(C) The termination or suspension of any order or amendment
thereto or provision thereof, shall not be considered an order
within the meaning of this section.

* PROVISIONS APPLICABLE TO AMENDMENTS

“{17) The provisions of this section, section 8d, and section Be

applicable { orders shall be applicable to amendments to orders.”

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend-
ment, which I send to the desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment by Mr. Jones: Page 9, line 24, after the word
* thereof ”, insert the word “ only.”

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment, which I send to the desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr, MarTIN of Colorado offers the following amendment: At the
end of line 13, page 10, strike out the period and add the words
“and edible dried beans.”

Mr, JONES. Mr. Chairman, I suggest to the gentleman
from Colorado that edible dried beans are vegetables. The
only reason that the soybean is included is that the soybean,
as sometimes happens, is not classified as a vegetable horti-
culturally. I am sure the edible dried bean is a vegetable
and unless the gentleman has some reason to show that
they are not so classified, I hope the amendment will nof
be agreed to.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. I would like to take up the 5
minutes in order to get the situation before the House. I
have not had any time.

Mr. JONES. The soybean is used not only for food but
for other purposes. It so happens that some authorities
classify the soybean as a vegetable and others do nof, horti-
culturally. Usually it is not classified as a vegetable. The
edible dried bean I am sure is a vegetable.

Mr, MARTIN of Colorado, Are edible dried beans in-
cluded in the word “ vegetables ” so as to make it unneces-
sary to specify it?

Mr. JONES. The word includes all these commodities
named and the products thereof. Edible dried bean would
either be a vegetable or the product of a vegetable.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. I want to use my 5 minutes
to get the situation before the committee.

Mr. JONES. I hope the gentleman will not insist upon
putting this in the bill.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I have not had
any time to give any consideration to this amendment.
If there is any Member here who knows any way by which
a man can get time to consider anything, I wish he would
let me in on it. I consider myself fortunate to be permitted
to be present while the agricultural amendments are being
considered, so that I ean find out something about them.

Mr. Chairman, the bean is a very valuable agricultural
commodity in the United States. If is a major agricultural
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commodity in California. It is a big thing in Idaho, it is
a big thing in Wyoming, and Colorado, and New Mezxco.
It is an important industry in Michigan, and in New York
and in other States. I worked for a year to get a marketing
agreement. After 8 or 10 drafts, occupying much time in
hearings, regional and national, there was worked out what
the Department of Agriculture said was the finest marketing
agreement that had ever been produced under that Depart-
ment, but it failed of adoption for two reasons. One was
that the dealers held out for fixed margins, and fixed resale
prices. And the other was the drought, which came along
and killed the bean crop of 1934 and sent beans sky-high in
price, so that a lot of the growers said, “ We are going to
get all we want for beans without any marketing agreement ”,
so they failed to sign up. Mr. Chairman, I am neither a
prophet nor the son of a prophet, but I predicted something
last year in the national meeting in the city of Denver,
which has been verified to me by the Department of Agri-
culture since the House convened today. I said, “If you
fellows don’t get together and adopt the marketing agree-
ment to regulate this product, the first good crop year that
comes along you will plaster this counfry with beans from
Mexico to Canada and they will not be worth pulling out
of the ground, just as they were not worth pulling out of
the ground in 1933.” My secretary came here a few moments
ago to say that he had been called up by someone in the
Department of Agriculture, with the information 1935 is
going to be that kind of a year on the bean crop, and they
will raise so much that they will not be worth pulling out
of the ground.

It has been demonstrated in agriculture, and it will be
demonstrated in industry with the passing of N. R. A,, that
the people cannot do what they ought to do or what they
really want to do without the guiding and helping hand of
the Government.

To meet that situation I introduced a bill making edible
dried beans a basic commodity. Senator Couzens intro-
duced the same bill in the Senate. The truth is that my bill
is the Couzens bill with my name on it. I hope somewhere
along the line, either here or in the Senate, edible dried
beans will be made a basic commodity. Edible dried beans
are a really more important agricultural commodity than
the name might indicate to gentlemen. I hope they will be
taken care of under these amendments, so that in the mar-
keting of the crop prices may be protected to the grower, as
was proposed in the marketing agreement.

Mr. HOPE. Has the gentleman inquired of the officials
of the Department of Agriculture whether edible dried beans
are included in their definition of “ vegetables ?

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. The gentleman from Kansas
asks me whether I had inquired of the Department of Agri-
culture whether edible dried beans were included in the word
“ vegetables,” I have not; but I just stated that my secre-
tary came here a few minutes ago and said he was called up
by someone in the Department of Agriculture, where my
activities in behalf of this commodity are well known, with
the suggestion that I undertake to get this amendment in
the bill. So evidently they do not consider it within the
word “vegetables ” in the bill, and that is why I have pro-
posed the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Colo-
rado [Mr. MarTIiN] has again expired.

Mr. LEE of Oklahoma. Mr, Chairman, I rise in opposi-
tion to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, the soybean is not generally considered
an edible vegetable. It is a hay. It is a legume sowed like
clover for the purpose of hay. I have a belief that if we
include dried beans we would then have to name every pos-
sible edible vegetable that is used in a cured form, or else
by naming one we would automatically eliminate the others.
Therefore I oppose the amendment. I think the gentleman’s
beans are in no danger whatever. I think they would be
classified as a vegetable. :

Mr. DOBBINS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LEE of Oklahoma. I yield.
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Mr. DOBBINS. I would not like the inference that soy-
bean is a term applying to hay only to remain unchal-
lenged. Soybeans in a great part of the country are not
marketed in the form of hay at all, but are marketed in the
matured form of the shelled beans. I am sure it is the
intention of the committfee, in reporting this bill out, to
include shelled beans in the scope of the legislation, as well,
perhaps, as the green bean plant when cut for hay. It
happens that in our own State of Illinois more soybeans
are grown for market than in all the other States, and one
of the largest processing plants utilizing this crop is located
in my own district. In cooperation with my colleagues from
six or eight distriets in Illinois, where soybeans constitute
a money crop of increasing importance, I have devoted con-
siderable effort to impress upon the Committee on Agricul-
ture the necessity of protecting our bean market through
the inclusion of this commodity in the terms of this bill. In
that effort we had the influential and intelligent support of
the president of the Illinois Agricultural Association and
of the president of the American Farm Bureau Federation.

I am sure that all of us had in mind primarily the ma-
tured beans themselves more than the immature bean plant
in the form of hay as the crop that will be in need of pro-
tection against price reductions. Therefore I should not
like this debate to close without this statement as a pre-
caution against some adventitious court decision in the
future that might possibly construe this language in the bill
as applying to hay only, on the strength of what the gentle-
man from Oklahoma has said.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. The word “soybeans” cer-
tainly would not include the Great Northern, the White
Navy, the Pinto, or any of the great bean varieties in this
country.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Okla-
homa [Mr, Lee] has expired.

Mr. JONES. I ask for recognition. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Colorado.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. The gentleman said if we
put “ edible dried beans ” in we might as well put everything
else in. I am in favor of puiting in everything else that
we can help in this way. There is a separate potato bill
pending; there is a separate rice bill pending. The rice
people came to grief just like the bean people did, only they
had signed up all but 2 percent of the growers and 7 per-
cent of the producers, but that little 7 percent of chiselers
killed the rice marketing agreement in Louisiana. I think
it is a matter of extreme importance to a great agricul-
tural industry to include it in this bill. If the bare inclu-
sion is not sufficient, the bill can be perfected later on at
the other end of the Capitol.

Mr. JONES. Mr, Chairman, there are several hundred
bills pending before the Committee on Agriculture. That
committee has worked practically every day hearing dif-
ferent people. It has not been the committee’s intention
to be discourteous if we have not acted on everything that
has come up.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. I would not intimate anything
of the sort. The gentleman from Texas is the able chair-
man of a hard-working committee, and we Members rep-
resenting farm interests all admire and trust him.

Mr. JONES. In my judgment, I have no doubt at all but
that the product to which the gentleman referred is included.
Of course, marketing agreements may be made without any
of these amendments. These orders may be applied where
they do not all sign up with respect to these particular com=~
modities. The act says * It shall be applicable only to the
agricultural commodities and products thereof ”, which nat-
urally would include all vegetables in every form. The term
“ soybeans ” sounds like a vegetable, but it has been classi-
fied both ways. I have no doubt whatever, if thg gentleman
finds later that they have made such a ruling, which they
have not made heretofore, the matter can be taken care of,
and I will be glad to reconsider it.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. But that will be too late.
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Mr. JONES. I will state to the gentleman that there is
no question but that edible beans in any form are included.
It might as well be said that if we say “all dogs are in-
cluded ” it would not include a shepherd dog.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Is the gentleman willing to
state that the word * vegetahle ” includes edible dry beans?

Mr. JONES. I am, in my judgment.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. I would rather see it voted
into the act.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. Jones] has expired.

The question is on the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Colorado [Mr. MarTIN].

The guestion was taken; and on a division (demanded by
Mr. MarTin of Colorado) there were ayes 8 and noes 72,

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. ANDRESEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. AxpresEN: On page 14, after line 11,
insert a new subsection, as follows:

“(g) No marketing agreement or order applicable to milk and
its products in any marketing area shall prohibit the marketing in
that area of any milk or produet thereof produced in any pro-
duction area in the United States.™

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I will state that I think that
is the meaning of the language as we have it now, but I have
gone over it with several members of the committee at the
gentleman’s suggestion. It is simply clarifying and I have
no objection to the adoption of the amendment.

Mr, SAUTHOFF. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment to
the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. SavrHOFF to the amendment offered
by Mr. ANpresEN: Strike out the word " prohibit” and insert In
lieu thereof the words “ limit or tend to Hmit.”

Mr. SAUTHOFF. Mr. Chairman, the original amendment
offered by the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. ANDRESEN],
I think, has considerable merit and it should be adopted, but
it uses the word “ prohibit.” In other words, that there
shall be no marketing agreement, order, or regulation which
will prohibit. I am satisfied that the Secretary of Agricul-
ture is never going to formulate or promulgate any order or
marketing agreement that is going to directly prohibit any
dairy product going from my State into any other State.

Wisconsin dairy products have found barriers erected
against them by New York, Pennsylvania, and Massachu-
setts. This barring of Wisconsin dairy products is done
under the specious argument that these States are thereby
protecting the health of their citizens, but I submit that
Wisconsin herds are as free from tuberculosis or Bang’s dis-
ease as the herds in any of these States or any other State
of the Union. Our farmers are being discriminated against
unjustly, and I want to place some safeguard in this bill so
as to protect them.

That is why I have changed the word “ prohibit ” to the
words “limit or tend to limit.” In other words, instead of
putting in a direct limitation, I ask that the amendment be
so altered that there can be no agreement, order, or regula-
tion set up which would even tend to shut out the products of
one State from another State.

I believe, therefore, Mr. Chairman, that the amendment
should be amended as indicated.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, the adoption of the amend-
ment of the gentleman from Wisconsin would absolutely
wreck the whole milk program. In order to get away from
the terrific conditions that have prevailed in the milk indus-
try there is provided in the bill authority to fix a minimum
price to producers. That, at least in a measure, would limit
or tend to limit shipment, and yet the gentleman, I am sure,
does not want to interfere with the price to producers. Then
it is a universal custom in the marketing of milk o classify
milk. This, in a way, is a limitation.

I am perfectly willing to adopt the first amendment sug-
gested, because that simply treats all areas alike, for you
could not prohibit someone from an ouiside area coming in
so0 long as he complied with the conditions prescribed for that
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area; but if you said that no restrictions or limitations could
be required, it would wreck the program, it would destroy
every vestige of a program we have for milk.

I ask that the amendment to the amendment be voted

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the
last word.

Mr. Chairman, I should like to ask the distinguished
chairman of the committee if in his opinion there is any-
thing in this bill that gives to the Secretary of Agriculture
or to anyone else any power to restrict the free flow of
milk or any other commodity between the various States?

Mr. JONES. No; there is nothing in it that will do that,
The only tendency is to make all sections comply with the
same rules.

Mr. BOILEAU. I have the same understanding of the
bill and I agree entirely with the chairman of the com-
mittee. I have taken it up with representatives of the De-
partment of Agriculture and they have interpreted the
language of the bill the same as has the chairman of the
committee and as I have.

I have yet to find anyone who has specifically pointed
out wherein this bill gives such power to the Secretary of
Agriculture. The bill gives to the Secretary the right to
issue these orders and it states that he shall issue orders
containing any one or more of the provisions of that par-
ticular section and no others. Unless there is something
in that particular part of the bill giving the Seeretary the
right to make such an order, then, of course, he would not
have the power to impose such a restriction; and I have
been unable to find any such provision in the bill.
mlir? ANDRESEN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman

Mr. BOILEAU. I yield.

Mr. ANDRESEN. Fear has been expressed on the part
of certain Members that some such power might be found
in the bill. I offered my amendment, therefore, which the
chairman of the committee consented to.

Mr. BOILEAU. I appreciate the gentleman’s attitude.

Mr. ANDRESEN. It will do no harm.

Mr. JONES. I accept the amendment of the gentleman
from Minnesota only on condition that the amendment of
the gentleman from Wisconsin be rejected.

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr, Chairman, I agree with the gentle-
man from Minnesota that this can do no harm, but I do
not think it is necessary.

Mr. JONES. I do not think it is necessary, either.

Mr. BOILEAU. If any one thinks there is danger in the
provisions of this bill, I should be glad to have him point
out where the danger lies.

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last
two words.

Mr. Chairman, if there is nothing in this bill which would
authorize the Secretary of Agriculture or any subordinate so
to limit transportation or shipment of dairy products from
one State into another, then the amendment of the gentle-
man from Minnesota as amended by the amendment of the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. SAUTHOFF] can do no harm.

The three States of Minnesota, Iowa, and Wisconsin, pro-
duce abouf 45 percent of the butter made in this country
and we are interested in this matter of the shipment of
dairy products to other States,

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HULL. I yield.

Mr. JONES. Would the gentleman object to the require-
ment that Chicago dealers pay the Wisconsin producer a
minimum price?

Mr. HULL. Not at all.

Mr, JONES., That certainly would tend to limit.

Mr. HULL. This will not tend to limif, it will merely fend
to prevent some man in the Agriculture Department from
issuing an order that would stop the shipments of any dairy
product from Wisconsin into the New York district, for in-
stance, the Boston district, or the Chicago district, which
is now being partially done under so-called “rulings” of
boards of health.
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Mr. JONES. The provision with reference to orders
plainly states that in the case of milk and its products orders
may contain the following conditions and none other. I
think that is just as clear as it can be.

Mr. HULL. If that be the case, then there is no harm in
this amendment as amended.

Mr. JONES. I have heard the gentleman from Wisconsin
make speech after speech urging that a special price be
given to producers, and I am surprised to hear him take
the position he does here.

[Here the gavel fell.]l

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment to
the amendment.

The amendment to the amendment was rejected.

The CHATRMAN. The question recurs on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Minnesota.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. MOTT. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Motr: Page 10, line 13, after the word
“ soybeans ”, strike out the period and insert * and hops.”

Mr. MOTT. Mr. Chairman, I am offering an amendment
which in the opinion of the hop growers of the Pacific coast
is necessary to the successful continuance of their industry,
and which, so far as I have been able to learn, has not been
objected to upon its merits. I desire to amend section 8 (c)
(2) by adding, after the word “ soybeans ”, in line 13, on page
10, the words “ and hops.”

The objection to this amendment is the objection of the
chairman and the majority members of the committee, and
that objection is not to the merit of the proposal. The ob-
jection is simply that the chairman does not want to change
this section either by adding to or subtracting from any of
the commodities named in the bill. I submit that that ob-
jection is not valid if the amendment offered is meritorious.
The chairman has suggested that all amendments changing
this section be offered in the Senate, in order to expedite the
bill in the House. That, in my opinion, is not a proper
objection, either.

Objection has also been heard that this amendment is not
necessary in this bill because a separate bill is now pending
to make hops a basic commodity. That is a separate pro-
posal and should stand or fall on its own merits. What we
are asking here is simply the right to make marketing agree-
ments which will have the sanction of law.

Ninety percent of the hops grown in the United States are
grown upon the Pacific coast. It is an industry which fur-
nishes one of our largest cash-money crops. Thousands of
people are employed every year in the harvesting of this
crop. In the State of Oregon alone there are 20,000 acres
devoted to the growing of hops, and last year there was paid
out to common labor alone more than $2,000,000. Several
thousand people are employed every year in connection with
the growing and harvesting of hops.

The reason this amendment is necessary is because the
hop growers have very little control over their own industry,
and they are obliged to sell their product for whatever is
offered them. It costs 24 cents a pound to grow hops; yet
the few hop buyers of the country, who virtually confrol
the market, have got that industry so completely in their
hands that they are paying now about 10 cents a pound for
the hops which cost 24 cents a pound to grow. This condi-
tion has obtained for the last several years, and unless we
can get some remedy whereby the hop growers on the Pacific
coast are permitted to make a marketing agreement under
which they will have something to say about the price they
shall receive that industry is very likely to go out of business.

The immediate reason for the amendment is that hops
are neither a vegetable nor a fruit, and Mr. McDrew, the hop
specialist of the Agricultural Department, has stated before
the subcommittee that on this account, unless hops are spe-
cifically named in this bill, no market agreement can be
made in regard to that product.

The amendment which I have offered will injure no other
industry. It is necessary for the protection of this industry,
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and I trust it will be accepted and that the provisions
of this bill may be extended to the hop growers of the
Pacific coast.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposifion to the
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, there are two or three bills pending before
the committee in reference to hops. I think there is a bill
pending in both the House and Senate which would make
hops a basic commodity. We have included certain products
in this bill, outlining what the orders may contain. It is
necessary that these be very definite. There is provision for
marketing agreements in the present bill and any time the
hop growers out there can get a marketing agreement signed
they may go forward with the marketing agreement.

I do not want to load this bill down with a great many
things, even though there might be some merit in including
some of them, until it is determined what course they want
to pursue. I think this commodity should be excluded, and
I therefore ask Mr. Chairman, that the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Oregon be voted down.

Mr. MOTT. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JONES. I yield to the gentleman from Oregon.

Mr. MOTT. May I ask the gentleman if he is aware of
the fact that more than 80 per cent of the hop growers of
the Pacific coast have already signed the agreement and
have been advised by the Department of Agriculture that
unless hops are named in this bill their agreement will be of
no avail and the only remedy they can get is to have the
word “hops " inserted in this bill?

Mr. JONES. I think we better not include that item at
this time.

Mr. MEAD, Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JONES. I yield to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. MEAD. In view of the fact that by the repeal of the
prohibition law we opened up a large market for the hop
industry, and also in view of the fact that a number of States
which are going back to the production of hops would be
excluded from increasing their acreage if the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Oregon is adopted, I feel that
this particular industry should be given ample time to de-
velop and that there should not be any restrictions placed
upon it at this time. Hop growers in my State who pro-
duced a very large volume of hops some years ago went out
of this business during prohibition. They are returning to
the production of hops now, and it would be unfair to put
this restriction upon them, which, I understand, would result
if the amendment offered by the gentleman from Oregon is
adopted.

Mr. KNUTE HILL. In our State the wheat growers and
hog growers have voted 12 to 1 for this. If it is good for
them, why would it not be good for the hop growers?

Mr. JONES. That is only on the regular processing fee.
There is a bill pending to make hops a basic commodity, but
it is not involved here. That is a different bill altogether.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that all debate on
this section and all amendments thereto close in 11 minutes.

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to object,
I should like to have a couple of minutes to ask the Chairman
of the Agricultural Committee a few questions.

Mr. REED of New York. I should also like to have 5
minutes.

Mr, FOCHT. I desire 5 minutes also.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I modify my request and ask
unanimous consent that all debate on this section and all
amendments thereto close in 20 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
all speeches under the 20-minute limitation may be limited
to 4 minutes, with the exception of the time to be allofted
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania, who asked for 5
minutes. :
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The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr, FOCHT. Mr. Chairman, during yesterday and today
while this bill has been under consideration, I have followed
it with great interest and much concern. Even though
many of the Members may not realize if, I represent a great
agricultural district in Pennsylvania. Agriculture in Penn-
sylvania is of predominant interest and concern to the
people. When I tell you that Pennsylvania ranks seventh
in the list of agricultural States in the Western Hemisphere
you may have reason to believe that I am concerned in agri-
culture, representing, as I do, one of those great districts.
Furthermore, for many, many years, the people engaged in
the agricultural industry east of the Allegheny Mountains
have not been able to raise enough to supply the people of
that section of the country with sufficient food. Therefore,
we are sincerely concerned about the material welfare of the
West and are always ready to help by way of a tariff or
otherwise.

The gentleman from EKansas offers a challenge to the
Eastern States in regard to the protective tariff not helping
the farmers. Every Member from Pennsylvania I have ever
known in the past 20 years has willingly and gladly, as I
have and always will, voted for a protective tariff for the
great agricultural industry of the country, because agricul-
ture is the queen of all occupations. We all know that and
admit it. While I regard this bill as almost impotent, in
view of the decision of the Supreme Court, certainly my
State of Pennsylvania is safe from any oppressive measures
which may be adopted against the farmer or against anyone
else—by Secretary Wallace or any other contingent part of
the oligarchy that offers the most absurd and indefensible
object of reducing agricultural acreage, destroying hogs and
at the same time, under the flexible tariff, which gives the
President full power to the extent of 50 percent, allow the
importation of millions of pounds of butter, lard, cattle, and
cottonseed meal.

I expect to stand for this bill as long as it contains any-
thing that will benefit the farmer, but when the gentleman
talks about the tariff not helping the farmer, I want you
to admit the eternmal truth which you cannot deny and
cannot divide. The industry of agriculture is amply pro-
tected by the tariff, and if it is not, just propose one and
everybody from the East will be in favor of it. I am hop-
ing one of these days to see just what the 20 Democratic
Members from Pennsylvania are going to do about this great
protective tariff that made Pennsylvania and the East and
the whole country great and rich and strong. The hope in
this is that we have individual opinions which make col-
lective opinions, and here comes mine. Will you listen to
me a moment when I tell you what I think is wrong about
the whole business in endeavoring to restore the country to
prosperity? You have begun at the wrong side. You have
begun at the side of production, forcing production on people
who do not have the money to pay for it. Put the big
industries into operation, which a properly applied tariff
will do, thus creating consuming power and giving work to
everyone. Start at the consuming side of this question and
production will take care of itself. [Applause.]

AMERICA FOR AMERICANS

WasHINGTON, June 17—Criticizing “the substitute offered by
the President for the N. R. A", Representative BEnJaMin K.
FocHT sald today, “ It may have its uses in covering the retreat
before the sweeping decision of the Supreme Court, but the very
name is discredited and it can be of little more value than substi-
tutes usually are.”

“In some instances,” Focht continued, “ the N. R. A. was work-
ing, but according to Senator Boran only in cases where monop-
olies made their own codes which were invariably to the disadvan-
tage of the little fellow or small dealer, while the antitrust laws
were being disregarded.

“ Mark Twain said of & man that he ‘ was only half as bad as he
would be if there were two of him." In this case of the N. R. A.,
if the stronger law failed ignominiously, how could this last and
weaker proposal be of any effect or do more than cause contro-
versy, which it might be well to avoid at this time.”

FocuT advised Roosevelt to “accept his failure to substitute
dictatorship for representative government, to acknowledge the
errors of the socialistic philosophy he has espoused, and to devote
the remainder of his term to upholding America for Americans.”

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

JUNE 18

Mr, SNELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
pro forma amendment to ask the chairman of the committee
a question.

I would like to get an interpretation of the language in
lines 13 to 17, on page 12.

For instance, in my home State there are two large buyers
of milk—sSheffield Dairies and the Dairymen’s League. Does
this language mean they must both pay exactly the same
price for the milk, regardless of whether the milk is used
for manufacturing purposes or for distribution as fluid milk?

Mr. JONES. No; they may have classifications with dif-
ferent prices for the different classifications, This is in ac-
cordance with the present custom. Insofar as possible, in
handling all these matters, so they have advised us, they
will use local committees and local customs and methods of
handling. It is necessary to have different classes of milk,
according to its use, and there will be a different price for
the different uses and the different classifications when the
custom or the need requires it.

Mr. SNELL. Then this language does not apply to that
part of it?

Mr. JONES. That is correct.

Mr. SNELL. Are both of these companies obliged by this
gkguage to pay exactly the same price to the producer for

ilk?

Mr. JONES. They are, if it is for the same purpose.

Mr. SNELL. I wanted the gentleman to be very definite
about that.

Mr. JONES. There may be some production and valua-
tion differential where there is a little difference in shipment
or in the freight rate, but that is only to take care of that
particular situation; and, practically speaking, it will be
the same price for the same quality or the same character
of milk intended for the same use.

Mr. SNELL. That is what I had in mind.

Mr. JONES. Yes.

Mr. SNELL. Then, in a town in the northern part of
New York, where both of these companies are buying milk,
according to this bill they both must pay exactly the same
price for the same grade of milk.

Mr. JONES. For the same grade and for the same use—
that is correct.

Mr, LEA of California. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support
of the amendment of the gentleman from Oregon [Mr.
MorTt] to include hops among the nonbasic commodities.

A suggestion was made by the gentleman from New York
that if hops should be included there would be restrictions
on production that would exclude other States from this
production. Under this bill there would be regional control.
It would apply only to the Pacific coast unless New York
wanted in. If it developed that we restricted production
on the Pacific coast, or if we increased prices in the na-
tional market, this would accrue to the advantage of New
York instead of to her disadvantage. She would share the
benefits without the sacrifices that the Pacific coast industry
would make. The present prices afford no inducement for
anybody to plant hops in New York or elsewhere.

Mr. PIERCE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, LEA of California. Yes; briefly.

Mr. PIERCE. I would like to have a definition of what
the gentleman means by a nonbasic commodity. That is
the reason I failed to get it included in committee. I made
the motion but it was ruled out of order.

Mr, LEA of California, The gentleman from Oregon has
proposed this amendment at the appropriate place in the
bill, The basic commodities are specified. For them proc-
essing taxes may be levied. This amendment does not ask
that privilege for hops.

The hops industry is a small one. It includes only 35,000
acres, but the annual labor employment exceeds an average
of over $100 per acre. Hops are one of the most expensive
agricultural products from the standpoint of labor employ-
ment in the United States. The industry gives direct em-
ployment to 40,000 persons a year.

For more than a year the hops industry has been endeav-
oring to get into a marketing agreement. A referendum was
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called recently and 82 percent of the growers in the Pacific
Coast States took part in this referendum. It is now re-
ported that in these three States the total vote was nearly
5 to 1 in favor of joining in a marketing agreement. The
industry is now demoralized. Prices are only 50 percent of
the production costs. Shall we now thwart their efforts
to improve the situation?

If this plan is good for some, why is it not good for an
industry like hops, where it is regarded of so much im-
portance, and where the growers are so unanimously for it?

My colleague the gentleman from South Carolina [Mr.
Furuer] was on the subcommittee of the Committee on Agri-
culture, which had hearings on the bill, proposing to make
hops a basic commodity. This amendment does not propose
that. This amendment asks for no processing tax for the
benefit of the hop industry. We simply ask that the hop
industry be given this opportunity to help itself.

My colleague the gentleman from South Carolina [Mr.
FoLmer] advises me that after contacting the Department of
Agriculture upon the question, it was stated the Department
had no objection to the inclusion of hops in this bill. If the
policy of this bill is good for any commodity, it ought to be
good for hops. I see no justice in excluding them.

So far as I am concerned, I think it regrettable that the
committee has seen fit to discriminate between industries
regardless of any logical basis of discrimination. Some are
put in without much reason, and some of these products,
where the industry has been heartily in favor of coming in,
have been rejected without any reason. There is no logical
basis for discrimination between this and other products in-
cluded. So far as I am concerned, I believe the growers of
every agricultural product ought to have an opportunity,
when they show a sufficiently strong favorable sentiment, to
be included in this bill and treated on a basis of equality.
When they can qualify under equal standards they should
be treated equally.

I believe this is a very meritorious amendment proposed by
the gentleman from Oregon. The industry strongly wants it,
and I hope it will be adopted.

Mr. CITRON. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word in order to ask the chairman of the committee a ques-
tion. In view of the fact that this act permits certain farm
interests to make voluntary agreements to protect them-
selves against unfair trade practices, I would like to ask the
chairman of the committee to explain why the industry of
poultry raising and egg production have not been included?

Mr. JONES. As far as the voluntary agreements are con-
cerned, they can still make the voluntary agreements under
the original act, but they cannot have the orders enforced.

Of course, the poultry industry under the decision of the
Supreme Court almost immediately becomes local, and so
it is not thought practical to include it. A number of other
commodities may ask to be included.

The gentleman’s question indicates how impossible it is to
include every commodity. Wool, mohair, poultry, and dif-
ferent character of nuts have been suggested. Definite plans
would be necessary as to each of them. It is not possible
to include every commodity.

Mr. Chairman, I ask that the amendment be voted down.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr, Cary). The question is on the
amendment offered by the gentleman from Oregon [Mr.
MorTTl.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by
Mr. Motr) there were 28 ayes and 67 noes.

So the amendment was rejected.

The Clerk read as follows:

Sec. 6. The A,gﬂcultu.ri;:l Adjustment Act, as amended, is further

amended by striking out subsection (4) of section 8 thereof and
adding after sectlon 8c thereof the following new sections:

“BOOKS AND RECORDS

“8Sec. 8d. (1) All parties to any marketing agreement, and all
handlers subject to an order, shall severally, from time to time,
upon the request of the Secretary, furnish him with such infor-
mation as he finds to be necessary to enable him to ascertain and
determine the extent to which such agreement or order has been
carried out or has effectuated the declared policy of this title, and
with such information as he finds to be necessary to determine
whether or not there has been any abuse of the privilege of exemp-
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tions from the antitrust laws. Such information shall be furnished
iIn accordance with forms of reports to be ‘Eeescribed by the Sec-
retary. For the purpose of ascertaining correctness of any
report made to the Secretary pursuant to this subsection, or for
the purpose of obtaining the information required in any such
report, where it has been requested and has not been furnished,
the Secretary is hereby authorized to examine such books, papers,
Tecords, accounts, correspondence, contracts, documents, or mem-
oranda, as he deems relevant and which are within the control
(1) of any such party to such marketing agreement, or any such
handler, from whom such report was requested or (2) of any
person having, either directly or indirectly, actual or legal control
of or over such party or such handler or (3) of any subsidiary of
any such party, handler, or person.

“(2) Notwithstanding the provisions of section 7, all informa-
tion furnished to or acquired by the Secretary of Agricuture pur-
suant to this section shall be kept confidential by all officers and
employees of the Department of Agriculture and only such infor-
mation so furnished or acquired as the Secretary deems relevant
shall be disclosed by them, and then only in a suit or administra-
tive hearing brought at the direction, or upon the request, of the
Secretary of Agriculture, or to which he or any officer of the
United States is a party, and involving the marketing agreement
or order with reference to which the information so to be disclosed
was furnished or a.ccgulred Nothing in this section shall be
deemed to prohibit (A) the issuance of general statements based
upon the reports of & number of parties to a marketing agree-
ment or of handlers subject to an order, which statements do not
identify the information furnished by any person, or (B) the pub-
lication by direction of the Becretary, of the name of any person
violating any marketing agreement or any order, together with a
statement of the particular provisions of the marketing agreement
or order violated by such person. Any such officer or employee
violating the provisions of this section shall upon conviction be
subject to a fine of not more than $1,000 or to imprisonment for
not more than 1 year, or to both, and shall be removed from office.

* DETERMINATION OF BASE PERIOD

* Spc. 8e. In connection with the making of any marketing agree-
ment or the issuance of any order, if the Secretary finds and pro-
claims that, as to any commodity specified in such marketing
agreement or order, the purchasing power during the base period
specified for such commodity in section 2 of this title cannot be
satisfactorily determined from available statistics of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, the base period, for the purposes of such
marketing agreement or order, shall be the post-war period, August
1919-July 1929, or all that portion thereof for which the Becretary
finds and proclaims that the purchasing power of such commodity
can be satisfactorily determined from available statistics of the
Department of Agriculture.”

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike
out the last word, and I ask unanimous consent to extend
my remarks and include therein certain excerpts from
legal decisions and newspaper articles.

There was no objection.

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chairman, the provisions
in this bill, H. R. 8452, which attempts to legalize, ratify,
and confirm the illegal acts heretofore committed by this
administration under the A. A. A, and by the adoption
of these amendments to debar the taxpayers from recovering
such illegal taxes imposed by the Government under that
act is an example of legislative and executive fyranny, the
ultimate consequences of which are startling and fearful to
contemplate. :

There are times when the deadly parallels of history are
interesting and instructive. Magna Carta had its birth
more than seven centuries ago. If faced many bitter con-
tests for hundreds of years before it was finally accepted
by all of the rulers of the English-speaking race. The rep-
resentatives of a united and outraged citizenry, insistent
upon restoring and preserving their ancient rights under the
law of the land, forced an arbitrary ruler to recognize those
rights by forcing him to affix the royal seal to the great
charter.

King John was long on promises and short on fulfillment.
What a day for the English-speaking race, when on June
15, 1215, 720 years ago, the army representing the people
camped on the meadow of Runnymede, while the chosen
delegates met King John on what is now reverently called
“Charta Island.” The King hesitated, rebelled, and fumed,
but he signed and sealed one of the greatest documents in
all history. That immortal parchment, after the lapse of
more than seven centuries, grips the imagination and stirs
the affections of the entire English-speaking race.

What a picture. On one side was the powerful, arrogant
King of a great nation, who had trampled under his feet
the laws of the land, who had corrupted the courts, who
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had taken away the liberties of the people, who had
plundered them through taxation, who had broken down
every defense which they had against arbitrary rule. On
the other side stood the representatives of a brave, self-
reliant, and undaunted people demanding from that King
. the restoration of the laws of their fathers. They did not
cringe in the presence of royal power. They risked every-
thing, even life itself, to regain the priceless heritage of
liberty.

History records that when King John had reluctantly put
his seal to the great charter, he returned to Windsor, and
as he reflected upon the incidents of that eventful day and
the arbitrary powers he had surrendered, he was seized with
a fit of anger, and in his uncontrollable rage he rolled on the
floor and chewed straws and sticks. The brain storm passed.
The records reveal that he soon resumed his cunning and
his craft. The wiley King John, who had entered into a
solemn covenant with the people, annulled the great charter
in August 1215; then he promptly usurped the rights of the
citizenry and reestablished his arbitrary rule.

Throughout the intervening years the everlasting prin-
ciples protecting life, liberty, and property embodied in that
sacred document were often overthrown, only “like truth
crushed to earth ”, to rise again. The survival of the great
charter ought to be an inspiration to every liberty-loving
person, for it imparts the lesson that a free people, unless
bereft of reason and of character, will never permanently
surrender nor barter away the priceless heritage of freedom.

The Supreme Court of the United States is the great
forum, the Runnymede, the Charta, Island, the last refuge of
the humblest citizen. While this great institution of im-
partial justice stands unimpaired the life, the liberty, and
the property of every American citizen will be secure from
legislative tyranny and arbitrary executive action. The Fed-
eral Constitution for 147 years has stood the test of every
war and every econcmic storm. Under its beneficent and
wise provisions the Nation has prospered and the people of
the Unifed States have enjoyed a measure of prosperity and
liberty unknown to the citizens of any other nation.

How prophetic are the words of one of the distinguished
fathers of our Federal Constitution, who almost a century
and a half ago graphically portrayed that only under “a
good constitution can liberty be enjoyed and be secure.” Let
me quote this man:

The influence of a good or bad constitution is not less powerful
on the citizen, considered as individuals, than on the community,
considered as a body politic. It is only under a good constitution
that liberty—the priceless gift of heaven—ecan be enjoyed and be
secure. This exalting quality comprehends, among other things,
the manly and generous exercise of our powers, and includes, as
its most deliclous ingredient, the happy consciousness of being
iree

What energetic, what delightful sensations must this enlivening
principle diffuse over the whole man! His mind is roused and
elevated, his heart is rectified and enlarged, dignity appears in
his countenance, and animation in his every gesture and word.
He knows that if he is innocent and upright, the laws and con-
stitution of his country will insure him protection. He trusts that
if to innocence and integrity he adds faithful and meritorious
services, his country, in addition to protection, will confer upon
him honorable testimonies of her esteem. Hence he derives a
cheerful and habitual confidence; this pervades and invigorates his
conduct and spreads a noble alr over every part of his character.
Hence, too, he Is inspired with ardent affection for the public;
this stimulates and refines his strongest patriotic exertions. His
heart, his head, his hands, his tongue, his pen, his fortune, all
he is and all he has, are devoted to his country's cause and to his
country’'s call.

The distinguished jurist then paints a word picture of a
person consigned to live under a constitution that suffers
and permits tyranny and arbitrary rule. Again I quote:

A person of a very different description appears in view—pale,
trembling, emasculated, faltering in his steps, not daring to look
upwards, but, with marked anxiety, rolling his eager eyes on
every side. Who is he? He is the slave of a bad constitution
and a tyrannical government. He is afraid to act, or speak, or
look. He knows that his actions and his words, however guarded,
may be construed to be criminal; he knows that even his looks
and countenance may be considered as the signs and evidences
of treacherous thoughts and treasonaMe conspiracies; and he
knows that the suspicion of his masters, upon any of these points,
may be fatal; for he knows, that he is at the mercy of those,
who, upon the slightest suspicion, may seize and hang him, who
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may do whatever they please with him, and with all those who
are dear to him.

What effects must this man's situation produce upon his mind
and temper? Can his views be great and exalted? No. Such
views, instead of being encouraged, would give offense; and he is
well aware of what would follow. Can openness and candor
beam from his soul? No. Such lights would be hateful to his
masters; it must be extinguished. Can he feel affection for his
country, its constitution, or its government? No. His country
is his prison; its constitution is his curse; and its government is
a rod of oppression, held continually over his head.

What must this man be? He must be abject, fawning, das-
tardly, selfish, disingenuous, deceitful, cunning, base—but why
proceed in the disgusting detail? He must receive the stamp of
servility fully impressed upon his person, on his mind, and on his

Mr. Chairman, is it not evident that the great and good
men who framed the Federal Constitution were well aware
of the benefits to be derived under a good constitution? Is
it not evident that they sought to anticipate and guard
against tyranny, whether legislative or executive? Did it
ever occur to the fathers of the Federal Constitution that a
time might come when the legislative and the executive
departments of the Government would join forces in estab-
lishing an executive dictatorship? They had sufficient
penetration and vision to realize that without the violent
overthrow of the Government by revolutionary forces, the
liberties of the people guaranteed to them under the Consti-
tution could not be taken from them by Executive usurpa-
tion unless surrendered to the Executive by an abject or by
a venal Congress.

Those who are now active in attempting to set up a new
form of government in place of our constitutional form
have been brought to an abrupt halt in their efforts to do
so by the Supreme Court. The recent decisions of this great
tribunal have temporarily balked the plan, and these de-
cisions have restored to the citizens of the United States
some of their former constitutional liberties.

Figuratively speaking, if the report of the press conference
at the White House following the Supreme Court decision
was authentic, the ancient episode of rolling on the floor
and chewing straws and sticks was most dramatically
reenacted.

Mr. Chairman, I turn to another point. “ New dealers”
now raise their voice in opposition to the right of the Su-
preme Court to question the validity of an act of Congress,
asserting that such a power was not contemplated by those
who framed the Federal Constitution.

The views of Judge James Wilson with reference to the
reasons why the Supreme Court of the United States should
have the right and the power to declare an act of Congress
unconstitutional is of interest, especially at this time, when,
as I have said, men connected with this administration
would have the people believe that the men who framed the
Federal Constitution had not considered the question and
did not contemplate granting any such power. This eminent
jurist, whom I have had the honor to quote, delivered a
series of lectures on law in the College of Philadelphia dur-
ing the winter of 1790 and 1791. In one of these lectures
he discussed the specific questions as to the power of the
Supreme Court to declare unconstitutional a law enacted
by Congress. At the time he delivered his views on the sub-
Jject, the Supreme Court had not been called upon to con-
sider the question. May I add that Judge Wilson was a
member of the convention that framed the Federal Consti-
tution, and he was chairman of the committee which re-
ported the document. Here is what he had to say on the
point:

From the Constitution, the legislative department, as well as
every other part of government, derives its power; by the Consti-
tution, the legislative, as well as every other department, must be
directed; of the Constitution, no alteration by the Legislature can
be made or authorized.

“In our system of jurisprudence, these positions appear to be
incontrovertible. The Constitution is the supreme law of the

land; to that supreme law every other power must be inferior
and subordinate.

“Now, let us suppose that the Legislature should pass an act
manifestly repugnant to some part of the Constitution, and that
the operation and validity of both should come regularly in ques-
tion before the Court, forming a portion of the judicial depart-
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ment. In that department the *judicial power of the United
States ' is vested ‘ by the people’, who ‘ ordained and established '
the Constitution. The business and the design of the judiclal
power is to administer justice according to the law of the land.
According to two contradictory rules, justice, in the nature of
things, cannot be administered. One of them must of necessity
give place to the other. Both, according to our supposition, come
regularly before the Court for its decision on their operation and
validity. It is the right and it is the duty of the Court to decide
upon them; its decision must be made, for justice must be admin-
istered according to the law of the land. When the question
occurs: What is the law of the land? it must also decide this
question. In what manner is this question to be decided? The
answer seems to be a very easy one. The supreme power of the
United States has given one rule; a subordinate power in the
United States has given a contradictory rule; the former is the
law of the land; as a necessary consequence, the latter is void,
and has no operation. In this manner it is the right and it is
the duty of a court of justice under the Constitution of the
United States to decide.

*“This is the necessary result of the distribution of power, made
by the Constitution, between the legislative and the judiclal de-
partments. The same Constitution is the supreme law of both.
If that Constitution be infringed by one, it is no reason that the
infringement should be abetted, though it is a strong reason that
it should be discountenanced and declared void by the other.

“The effects of this salutary regulation, necessarily resulting
from the Constitution, are great and illustrious. In consequence
of it the bounds of the legislative power are not only distinctly
marked in the system itself, but effectual and permanent provision
is made that every ion of those bounds shall be ad-

and rendered vain and fruitless,. What a noble guard
against legislative despotism.

“ This regulation is far from throwing any disparagement upon
the legislative authority of the United States. It does not confer
upon the judicial department a power superior, in its general na-
ture, to that of the legislature; but it confers upon it, in particular
instances, and for particular purposes, the power of declaring and
enforcing the superior power of the Constitution—the supreme
law of the land.

*“ This regulation, when considered properly, is viewed in a favor-
able light by the Legislature itself. ‘It has been objected,’ said
a learned Member of the House of Representatives, in a late de-
bate, ‘that by adopting the bill before us, we expose the measure
to be considered and defeated by the judiciary of the United States,
who may adjudge it to be contrary to the Constitution, and there-
fore void, and not lend their aid to carry it into execution. This
gives me no uneasiness. I am so far from controverting this right
in the judiciary that it 1s my boast and my confidence. It leads
me to greater decislon on all subjects of a constitutional nature,
when I reflect, that, if from inattention, want of precision, or any
other defect, I should be wrong, there is a power in the Govern-
ment, which can constitutionally prevent the operation of a wrong
measure from affecting my constituents. I am legislating for a
nation, and for thousands yet unborn; and it is the glory of the
Constitution, that there is a remedy for the fallures even of the
Legislature itself.’”

Mr, Chairman, may I call attention fo the fact that the
learned Member of the House of Representatives to whom
Judge Wilson refers was Hon. Elias Boudinot, of New Jersey,
a distinguished member of the bar. He was a Member of the
Continental Congress 1777, 1778, and 1781-84; was Presi-
dent of the Congress 1782-83 and signed the treaty of peace
with England. He was elected to the First, Second, and Third
Congresses (Mar, 4, 1789-Mar, 3, 1795).

It is apparent from the lecture delivered by Judge Wilson,
who sat in the Convention that framed the Federal Constitu-
tion, that under that Constitution the Supreme Court and all
Federal courts are bound to measure the constitutionality of
every legislative act by the supreme law of the land. I repeat
that these views were expressed by this distinguished jurist
before the Supreme Court had been called upon to pass upon
the question. It is apparent from the statement made by
Hon. Elias Boudinot, a Member of the House of Representa-
tives, that as a legislator he did not question the doctrine.

The Chief Executive and his more vocal mouthpieces seem
to resent the recent action of the Supreme Court in per-
forming its duty under the Constitution. The President
grows bitter when prevented from riding rough-shod over
the supreme law of the land. The Chief Executive, now that
his dictatorial powers have been partially curtailed and
brought within constitutional limits, has displayed the tem-
per of King John. Does he plan to further emulate that
unfortunate ruler, ignore the people’s rights and trample
upon their liberties, should the opportunity present itself?

I have read with deep concern press reports as to the
hostile attitude of President Roosevelt toward the Supreme
Court of the United States. There was an article written

by Mark Sullivan, published in the New York Herald Tri-
bune, June 14, 1935, in which the author points out that
had the Supreme Court by its decision in the gold case have
required the Government to pay in gold according to the
terms of the bonds under the old standard of value, the
President was all ready to resist the decision. I quote from
Mr, Sullivan’s article:

[From the New York Herald Tribune]
SPEECH SAID TO BE PREPARED

In anticipation of the possibility that the Court might call on
the Government to pay, Mr. Roosevelt had prepared a plan. The
plan contemplated direct refusal to obey the Court's possible
order. The plan further contemplated a radio appeal to the
ggur{:exg, asking for public endorsement of the President's refusal

obey.

The plan was revealed in a dispatch by Mr. Arthur Erock in
the New York Times on February 21. The pertinent parts of Mr,
Krock’s dispatch read as follows:

“If the Supreme Court had ruled that the Government must
pay * * * the President would have addressed the people that
night, * * * Had this address * * * bheen delivered, it
would have marked the most sensational and historic episode in
the constitutional history of the United States since Andrew Jack-
son said of a Supreme Court
this decision; now let him enforce it' * * *  The writer to-
night learned that a draft of the speech was prepared * * *,
Had the President delivered it the clearest issue yet presented by
the new deal would have been made. * * * The helmsmen
of the new deal do not question that the people would have
rallied behind the President. * * * Delivery of the speech that
was prepared would have opened a new and remarkable chapter
in American history, * * * The speech, this writer learns, is
still in the President's possession. C may arise which
will require its delivery.”

ROOSEVELT NOT BACEKING DOWN

It may be asked now why the President did not deliver this
speech to the country after the Supreme Court decision invali-
dating the N. R. A. 2 weeks ago. It would be a mistake to infer
that the President backed away from his earlier position. On the
contrary, as the public partly knows, the President's dissent from
the SBupreme Court’s decision in the N. R. A. case was very strong
and was accompanied by strong feeling.

The reason the President’s speech prepared in anticipation of the
Liberty bond decision could not be delivered after the N. R. A,
decision lies in an essential difference between the two cases.
The Supreme Court's decision in the Liberty bond case, had it
been adverse to the Government, would have been an order to the
administration to do something, to take an affirmative step, to
pay money. This the administration could and would have simply
refused to do, Thereafter nothing would have happened. The
administration would have defied an order of the court, would
have “ defeated judgment ", as lawyers say—and that would have
been that.

In the N. R. A. case, however, the Court's decision against the
administration was of a different nature. In the N. R. A. case the
Court did not order the administration to do anything, hence
there was nothing the administration could refuse to do. In the
N. R. A. case the court merely decided that the citizens who were
defendants—the Schechter brothers—need not pay the fines or
incur the penalties which the N. R. A. statute said they must
suffer, There was in the N. R, A. case no opportunity for Mr,
Roosevelt to defy the Court in the sense of refusing to do some-
thing the Court ordered. Mr. Roosevelt's feeling could only be ex-
pressed as he did express it, in public expression of his hostile
opinion of the decision.

A. A. A. CASE MAY EBRING DEFIANCE

There is ahead another kind of case which, if the Court decides
ageinst the administration, may give the President the opportunity
to refuse to obey an order of the Court. This will be one of the
A. A A cases. Under the A. A. A. the administration collects
what the administration calls a * processing tax™ from manufac-
turers of cotton and other farm products. Some manufacturers
have paid this tax under protest and are now suing the Govern-
ment to get it back. If one of these cases should be decided by the
Bupreme Court against the Government the decislon would call
on the administration to take an affirmative step to return the
money. This the administration could refuse to do.

In short, a friple-A case, if the Supreme Court decides it against
the Government, may provide Mr. Roosevelt the opportunity for
the kind of direct defiance of a Supreme Court order which Mr,
Kroc: says President Roosevelt anticipated and prepared for in
the Liberty bond case.

It is already clear that Mr. Roosevelt is willing and eager that
challenge to the Supreme Court by words, such as he has already
spoken, should be an issue before the country. It remains to be
seen whether he is willing to make the issue one of defiance by
deed. It is possible the issue in the latter form may be postponed
until after next year's election. It is also possible Mr. Roosevelt
may avold defying any decision of the Court that is unanimous
and may wait for one in which the Court divides.

I hope this press report does not register the attitude of
the President toward the Supreme Court, nor accurately

: *John Marshall has mads -
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reflect his intention to defy the Court in the event of future
decisions by this great tribunal adverse to new-deal legis-
lation.

If this press report be true, what an example of Executive
contempt for the law of the land and for an independent
judiciary, in duty bound to defend and protect the Consti-
tution!

How different the calm and judicial admonition of Wash-
ington to his fellow countrymen to observe and obey in letter
and in spirit the supreme law of the land; and especially to
avoid transgressing the bounds by any act of usurpation. In
his Farewell Address he said:

It is important likewise that the habits of thinking in a free
country should inspire caution in those intrusted with its admin-
istration, to confine themselves within their respective constitu-
tional spheres, avoiding in the exercise of the powers of one depart-
ment, to encroach upon another. The spirit of encroachment
tends to consolidate the powers of all the departments in one, and
thus to create, whatever the form of government, a real despotism.
A just estimate of that love of power and proneness to abuse it

which predominate in the human heart is sufficient to satisfy us
of the truth of this position. The necessity of reciprocal checks in

. the exercise of political power, by dividing and distributing it into

different depositories, and constituting each the guardian of the
public weal against invasions of the others, has been evinced by
experiments ancient and modern, some of them in our country and
under our own eyes. To preserve them must be as nec as to
institute them. If, in the opinion of the people, the distribution
or modification of the constitutional powers be in any particular
wrong, let it be corrected by an amendment in the way which the
Constitution designates. But let there be no change by usurpa-
tion; for though this, in one instance, may be the instrument of
good, it is the customary weapon by which free governments are
destroyed. The precedent must always greatly overbalance in per-
manent evil any partial or transient benefit which the use can at
any time yield.

Mr. JONES. Mr, Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
all debate on this section and all amendments thereto close
in 6 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. SAUTHOFF. Mr., Chairman, I offer the following
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 26, line 6, after the comma and the word * accounts *, add
the following: * Federal income-tax reports.”

Mr. JONES. I reserve the point of order, Mr. Chairman,
that the amendment is not germane.

Mr. SAUTHOFF. Mr. Chairman, my point is this. My
purpose is to give the Secretary of Agriculture power to ex-
amine the records, books, documents, papers, and so forth
of processors and handlers in order to help him to make
his orders. In order to help him I have added, in addition
to the books, documents, papers, and so forth, “ Federal in-
come-tax reports ", one of the best sources of information
the Secretary could possibly have in order to get informa-
tion upon which to base his orders and rulings.

Of course, I know that the original income-tax report will
be filed with the Government, but there must be a copy of
such report kept by the processor, or handler, for a period
of 1 year and we can get at that and then the Department
of Justice can compare that report with the original and
also the books of the company and ascertain what the true
facts really are.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SAUTHOFF. Yes.

Mr. JONES. I think the gentleman could get that under
the present amendment. After I see his amendment I think
it is germane, but I think it is wholly unnecessary, for this
reason. You have under this provision access to the records
from which the income taxes are made up which, of course,
goes behind them. What I fear is that if we adopt this,
we might not be able to have access by implication to the
State income-tax records.

_ Mr. SAUTHOFF. The difficulties we have always had in
an attempt to examine the Federal income taxes were in-
junctional proceedings in the Federal court.

Mr. JONES. I want them examined, and they have
authority not only to examine under the present lan-

guage—
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Mr., SAUTHOFF. No; there is no authority under this
act. All the authority you have under this act is to go into
the office of the processor and examine his books, but you
cannot go into the income-tax department of the Treasury
Department and examine their books. That is sound law.
I do not have to refer to any of the attorneys of the Depart-
ment, because we have had that question up in years gone
by. It has been decided against the Government. Let us
give the Government power and not hamstring it, and de-
prive it of opportunity to go in and examine income-tax
reports. The processor’s office is not the place where the
income-tax reports are filed. They are filed either in Wash-
ington or in the regional office, and you have to be able not
only to show the law on which you can stand to go in there
and get it, but many times you have to go to court to get an
order before you can look at income-tax reports. In the
case of milk, in the last few years we had in the State of
Wisconsin one dairy company, the president of which re-
ceived a salary in a depression year, when the farmer could
not even get cost of production, of $206,000 a year, and in
addition to that his wife drew down $57,000 as an additional
salary as vice president. Let us get at those records. That
is the thing that I am after, and I hope that the Committee
will vote in favor of this amendment. It is to be regretted
that every time we of Wisconsin have made an effort to
examine income-tax reports, whether State or Federal, every
conceivable argument is brought forward to defeat such a
proposal. Let us not handicap the Government in its effort
to do something constructive. Let us give our departments
every possible assistance.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman evidently has
drawn his amendment without thinking what it will do. The
measure as written provides access to all the books, papers,
records, accounts, correspondence, contracts, documents, or
memoranda that he deems relevant and which are within the
control of any such party. That is all he can get. If the
gentleman would say copies of income-tax returns, then I
am willing to accept the amendment, because even under the
present language he can get facts from which those reports
are made, but certfainly the income-tax report itself is not in
the control of the party whose books are made subject to
examination. I shall not have any objection if the gentle-
man will say copies of income-tax reports.

Mr. SAUTHOFF, That will not do us any good.

Mr. JONES. He has to withhold copy for a year under the
income-tax law. A man must keep his own records and a
copy of the record from which they are made up. If the gen-
tleman will look at the language of this measure he will see
that the income-tax report itself goes to the Department and
it is not any longer within his control. The subsequent lan-
guage would nullify the effect of the gentleman’s language.
I withdraw any point of order on it, because I want them to
have access to all of this. I reserved the point of order
because my attention was distracted at the moment and I
wanted to know what was in the amendment before I agreed
to let it come in. If the language is properly drawn, I have
no objection to his having this information. The gentleman
says they are going into the books of these processors to see
whether they are complying with the law. If he will say
copies of income-tax reports which he has on file there—and
that is all he could have—I will accept the amendment.

Mr, SAUTHOFF. I agree to that.

Mr. O'MALLEY. Might I suggest that we put in the
language “ certified copies of their income-tax reports.”

Mr. JONES. They could require it in any form they want.
I would not want to say sworn and certified copies, because
I do not know what form of copies they keep. The originals
are sworn to. Make it copies, and I shall agree to it.

Mr. SAUTHOFF. Very well

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the amendment be changed to make it “ copies of income-
tax returns.”

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the amendment will
be so modified. \

There was no objection.
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The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment
as modified.

The Clerk read as follows:

Modified amendment offered by Mr. SavrHorr: Page 26, line 6,
after the comma following the word *“records”, insert “ copies of
Federal income-tax reports.”

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Wisconsin,

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, why have the word * Fed-
eral”? Let us give them access to copies of both the
Federal and State returns.

I ask unanimous consent that the word * Federal” be
stricken from the amendment, so that they may have access
to copies of both Federal and State income-tax reports.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, it is so ordered.

There was no objection.
The Clerk read the modified amendment, as follows:

Modifled amendment offered by Mr. SavrHorrF: On page 26, line
6, after the comma following the word * records ”, insert " coples
of income-tax reports.”

The modified amendment was agreed to.
Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the word “ agreements ” on page 27, line 3, be changed

to “agreement.” It is a typographical error.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the change will be
made.

There was no objection.

The Clerk read as follows:

Sgc. 7. Subsection (5) of section B of the Agricultural Adjust-
ment Act, as amended, is further amended by designating said
subsection as section 81, by inserting said section at the end of
section Be, and by striking out the last sentence thereof.

Mr. KEVALE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. KvaLE: On page 28, line 17, at the
end of the section, add the following new section to be entitled
“section T (a)":

“8gc. 7. (a) The Agricultural Adjustment Administration, as
amended, is amended by adding after section 8 (f) the following
new section:

“+Sgc. 8. (g) No agreement, marketing agreement, or order shall
be executed or issued pursuant to the provisions of section 8, 8 (b),
or 8 (c) of this title, unless such agreement, marketing agreement,
or order shall contain provisions with respect to agricultural labor-
ers, share tenants, and share croppers employed by any person who
is a party to, or beneficiary of any such agreement or marketing
agreement, or by any person who is subject to any such order:

“‘(A) Prohibiting the employment of children under the age of
16 years, and limiting the hours of labor during any 1 day for
children between the ages of 16 and 18 years to 8 hours;

“(B) fixing minimum wages, maximum hours, and terms and
conditions of employment or tenure which shall give such agricul-
tural laborers, share tenants, and share croppers a fair and decent
standard of living;

“*(C) glving the right to such agricultural laborers, share
tenants, and share croppers to organize and collectively
through representatives of their own choosing, and to be free from
interference, restraint, or coercion of their employers or landlords,
in the designation of such representatives, or in self-organization,
or in any other concerted activities for the purpose of collective
bargaining or any other mutual aid or protection; and

“*(D) directing that no such agricultural laborer, share tenant,
or share cropper, and no one seeking employment or tenance with
any such producer, processor, or landlord shall be required, as a
condition of employment or tenancy to join any company union,
‘or to refrain or agree to refrain from joining or from assisting a
labor organization of his own choosing.’*

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I make a point of order
against the amendment.

Mr. ANDRESEN. Will the gentleman yield before he
makes the point of order?

Mr. JONES. 1 yield.

" Mr. ANDRESEN. Does the gentleman mean that a farm
lad under 16 years of age shall not perform labor on his
father’s farm?

Mr. KVALE. Not at all. That is not in anywise the
purport or intent of this amendment.

Mr. ANDRESEN. The gentleman has a provision there
that no one under 16 years of age can work on a farm.

Mr. KVALE. That is under employment conditions.
That does not apply. The gentleman is facetious, I am sure.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman desire to be heard
on the point of order?
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Mr. JONES. No, Mr. Chairman,

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Cox). The amendment is subject
to a point of order. The point of order is sustained.

The Clerk read as follows:

Sec. 11. (a) Subsection (a) of section 9 of the Agricultural
Adjustment Act, as amended, is amended by striking out all of the
second sentence the semicolon and inserting in lleu
thereof the following: * When the Secretary of Agriculture deter-
mines that any one or more payments authorized to be made
under section B are to be made with respect to any basic agri-
cultural commodity, he shall proclaim such determination, and a
processing tax shall be in effect with respect to such commodity
from the beginning of the marketing year therefor next following
the date of such proclamation.”

(b) The eighth sentence of such subsection (a) is amended by
striking out “rental or benefit payments” and inserting in Heu
thereof: “all payments authorized under section 8 which are in
effect.”

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amend-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. WiceLESWORTH: On page 20, line 21,
after the word * tion ”, strike out the period, insert a
colon and the words “Provided, That in lleu of any processing
tax in respect to cotton there is hereby authorized to be appro-
priated out of money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated
such sums as may be required for the payment of such a tax.”

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order that
that is not germane. This is a tax section, and an appropria-
tion in lieu thereof would not be germane.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, this is not
an appropriation. This is an authorization.

Mr. JONES. But it is subject to the same point of order,
Mr. Chairman. It is not germane to the text.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I believe it
is clearly in order, because we are treating of processing
taxes, and this simply provides how that payment shall be
made. I think it is clearly within the subject under con-
sideration.

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. There are other exceptions made
in the same paragraph of the original act.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Texas [Mr,
Jones] wish to be heard further?

Mr. JONES. This is a tax provision authorizing tazes to
be made under certain circumstances. An authorization for
an appropriation is an entirely different subject matter from
a tax for a particular purpose.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr, Chairman, all these
processing taxes go into the Federal Treasury, and are there-
fore a matter of authorization eventually.

Mr. JONES. That is right; but one is a tax measure and
the other is an appropriation.

I think we would save fime if I withdrew the point of
order, Mr. Chairman. In order to save time I will withdraw
the point of order, and we can vote on the amendment.

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Chairman, that all debate on
this section and all amendments thereto close in 11 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr, Chairman, this amendment
speaks for itself, I think. If is offered with a view o remov-
ing the burden imposed on a single industry by the proposed
processing tax on cotton and to obtaining the desired funds
out of the general revenues of the Treasury. It is offered
with a view to removing the burden of the tax from the
shoulders of an industry which finds it extremely difficult
at this time to meet that burden and which by its nature
would seem to me to make the imposition of a processing
tax contrary to the best interests of the Nation as a whole.

If the Members of the House could see at close range the
conditions by which this industry represented by hundreds
of organizations and hundreds of thousands of workers and
their families in both the North and the South is confronted
at this time, I am sure they would be sympathetic with the
purpose of this amendment.

The cotton-goods industry, one of the oldest and largest
industries in the Nation, has been fighting for self-preserva-
tion. The foreign market for cotton goods measured in
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exports has been radically curtailed. Other nations are
planning to take our place. The domestic market has been
subjected to foreign importations which have been rapidly
increasing. Plant after plant has closed. Hundreds of
thousands of spindles have ceased operation. Thousands of
workers of the textile industry have been added to the rolls
of the unemployed since the first of the year.

The situation is, of course, the result of various factors.
One of these factors, and a material factor in the over-
whelming opinion of those primarily concerned, has been the
processing tax imposed 2 years ago under the present admin-
istration.

The tax, insofar as this industry is concerned, has meant
an added burden on the industry amounting to some $200,-
000,000. With certain exceptions, it appears to have been
out of the question to pass this burden on to the consumer.
Those qualified to speak from actual experience advise me
that the people of the counfry have not been given a fair
picture in statements emanating from the Department of
Agriculture, They advise me that the processing tax has
amounted to from 8% to 17% percent of the total cost of
various classes of finished goods based on N. R. A. prices.
These figures are in respect to articles used by the great
bulk of the population.

We should not lose sight of the nature of the cotton in-
dustry. In normal times no less than 50 percent of the
cotton produced in America is placed in a foreign market.
The inevitable tendency of the processing tax, as I see it,
is to destroy that market by making it available to producers
in other countries to the permanent detriment of hundreds
of thousands of American workers and their families.

The road to reemployment is the road that leads through
the preservation and encouragement of legitimate enterprise
throughout the Nation. The adoption of this amendment
would be a step in that direction. It would remove a bur-
den from the shoulders of a single industry and its workers,
suffering severely at this time. It would place it insofar as
it is justified in the interest of the producers of the country
squarely on the general revenues of the Treasury. This is
where it belongs in all fairness.

I urge the adoption of the amendment.

[Here the gavel fell.l

Mr. GIFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I think the House will
recognize that the amendment just offered has been the
burden of my argument for some time, and I trust that it
will be considered seriously. It is quite evident that the
chairman of the committee seems to think that 11 minutes
was sufficient for the consideration of this amendment, 10
minutes to the proponents and but 1 minute necessary to
defeat it. In this act you have taken $100,000 from the
Treasury to pay administration expenses and benefit pay-
ments, and you change it now to make the $100,000 avail-
able for any part of section 8. Two hundred thousand
dollars is provided for the dairy and beef-catfle industry.
They could not seem to bear the processing tax and you
take the money from the General Treasury.

We have been unable to bear this tax in the cotton in-
dustry. We come to you with all the evidence of the last
few weeks that has been presented and ask that an appro-
priation of less than $200,000,000 be made and take the
processing tax off cotton.

The processing tax largely caused our recent troubles. It
was piled on the already added burden of N. R. A. and its
codes. It was the last weight and is responsible for this
situation in the cotton industry. The manufacturers have
proven their case. It is a proper request that you help
cotton just as you help the beef industry and the dairy
industry. I think it is a perfectly fair request and ought
to be more seriously considered than apparently is in-
tended.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I should
like to be heard.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, how much time remains?

The CHAIRMAN. There is 1 minute remaining.

Mr, JONES. Mr. Chairman, how much time does the
gentleman from Massachusetts desire?
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Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Under the circum-
stances I shall ask for but 2 minutes.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the gentleman from Massachusetts may proceed for 2
minutes and that I, following him, may proceed for 1
minute.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of
the gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I spoke
yesterday at lenth upon this subject and consequently will
be brief at this time. There are very good reasons why we
should treat cotton in accordance with the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. WIGGLES-
WORTH]. At the present time a commission appointed by
the President is investigating the entire cotton situation, but
its report is not available. In order that President Roose-
velt and Secretary Wallace may keep faith with the cotton
industry we should delay action on the extension of the cot-
ton processing tax. Why pronounce judgment before the
flunrry gives the report? It is preposterous and decidedly

air,
yienﬁlr. ANDRESEN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
?

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts, I yield.

Mr. ANDRESEN. Are the cotton processors unable to
pass the processing tax on to the consuming public?

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. That is the point; that is
where cotton is different from other commodities.

Mr. ANDRESEN. They are not able to pass the process-
ing tax on?

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Not in most instances.
There are times when the manufacturer of novelties or spe-
cialties can control the selling price and thus be able
to. pass the tax on. In a majority of instances the manu-
facturers of cotton goods in the South and New England
cannot pass it along. The competition both at home and
abroad is too keen. The burden, therefore, falls heavily
upon the cotton spinning industry. If this tax continues as
at present only drab days are ahead for the people who find
employment in this industry.

Give the cotton grower his aid, but do not destroy an in-
dustry in giving that aid. I hope the amendment will be
adopted.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, this amendment to strike out
the processing tax on cotton and authorize an appropriation
from the Treasury is not feasible and should be voted down.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Massachusetts.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by
Mr. MarTIN of Massachusetts) there were—ayes 19, noes 87.

So the amendment was rejected.

The Clerk read as follows:

Sec. 12. Subsection (b) of section 9 of the Agricultural Adjust-
ment Act, as amended, s amended to read as follows:

“ TAX RATE GENERALLY

“(b) (1) The processing tax shall be at such rate as equals the
difference between the current average farm price for the com-
modity and the fair exchange value of the commodity, plus such
percentage of such difference, not to exceed 20 percent. as the Sec-
retary of Agriculture may determine will result in the collection,
in any marketing year with respect to which such rate of tax may
be in effect pursuant to the provisions of this title, of an amount
of tax equal to (A) the amount of credits or refunds which he
estimates will be allowed or made during such period pursuant to
section 15 (¢) with respect to the commodity and (B) the amount
of tax which he estimates would have been collected during such
period upon all processings of such commodity which are exempt
from tax by reason of the fact that such processings are done by
or for a State, or a political subdivision or an institution thereof,
had such processings been subject to tax. If, prior to the time the
tax takes effect, or at any time thereafter, the Secretary has reason
to believe that the tax at such rate, or at the then existing rate,
on the processing of the commodity generally or for any desig-
nated use or uses, or on the processing of the commodity in the
production of any designated product or products thereof for any
designated use or uses, will cause or is causing such reduction in
the guantity of the commodity or products thereof domestically
consumed as to result in the accumulation of surplus stocks of the
commodity or products thereof or in the depression of the farm

price of the commodity, then the Secretary shall cause an appro-
priate investigation to be made, and afford due notice and oppor-



1935

tunity for hearing to interested parties. If thereupon the Becre-
tary determines and proclaims that any such result will occur or
is occurring, then the processing tax on the processing of the com-
modity generally or for any designated use or uses, or on the
processing of the commodity in the production of any designated
product or products thereof for any designated use or uses, shall
be at such lower rate or rates as he determines and will
prevent such accumulation of surplus stocks and depression of the
farm price of the commodity, and the tax shall remain during its
effective period at such lower rate until the Secretary, after due no-
tice and opportunity for hearing to interested parties, determines
and proclaims that an increase in the rate of such tax will not cause
such accumulation of surplus stocks or depression of the farm
price of the commodity. Thereafter the processing tax shall be at
the highest rate which the Secretary determines will not cause
such accumulation of surplus stocks or depression of the farm
price of the commodity, but it shall not be higher than the rate
provided in the first sentence of this paragraph.
“ SPECIFIC TAX RATES

“(2) In the case of wheat, cotton, fleld corn, hogs, peanuts,
bacco, paper, and jute, and (except as provided in paragraph (6)
this subsection) in the case of sugar cane and sugar beets, the
on the first domestic processing of the commodity generally
or any particular use, or in the production of any designated
uct for any designated use, shall be levied, assessed, collected,
paid at the rate prescribed by the regulations of the
ture in effect on June 1, 1935, during the period from
of the adoption of this amendment to December 31, 1837,

th dates inclusive.

* SPECIFIC TAX RATE—RICE
=(3) For the period from April 1, 1935, to July 31, 1936, both
the processing tax with respect to rice shall be levied,

assessed, collected, and paid at the rate of 1 cent per pound of
rough rice.

S'EQE'EEEE.S
3!

" ADJUSTMENT OF RATE

“(4) In accordance with the formulae and standards
in this title, (A) any rate of tax prescribed in paragraphs (2) and
(3) of this subsection may be decreased (including a decrease to
zero), to prevent an accumulation of surplus stocks of the com-
modity or the products thereof, to prevent such reduction in the
quantity of the commodity or products thereof domestically con-
sumed as will result in the accumulation of surplus stocks of the
commodity or products thereof, or to prevent depression in the
farm price of the commodity, or may be increased, or shall termi-
nate pursuant to proclamation as provided in section 9 (a) or
pursuant to section 13, and (B) after December 31, 1937 (in the
case of the commodities in paragraph (2) of this subsec-
tion), and after July 81, 1936 (in the case of rice), rates of tax
shall be determined by the Secretary of Agriculture and shall there-
after be effective. If the applicability to any person or circum-
stances of any tax under this title the rate of which is fixed in
pursuance of this paragraph is finally held invalid by reason of any
provision of the Constitution, or is finally held invalid by reason of
the Secretary of Agriculture's exercise or failure to exercise any
power conferred on him under this title, there shall be levied,
assessed, collected, and paid (in lieu of all rates of tax fixed in
pursuance of this ph with respect to all tax liabilities in-
curred under this title on or after the effective date of each of the
rates of tax fixed in pursuance of this ph, respectively)
rates of tax fixed under paragraph (2) or (3) and such rates shall
be in effect (unless the particular tax is terminated pursuant to
proclamation as provided in section 9 (a) or pursuant to section
13) until altered by act of Congress; except that, for any period
prior to the effective date of such holding of invalidity, the amount
of tax which represents the difference between tax and the rate
fixed in pursuance of this paragraph and tax at the rate fixed
ung:rmpmgnph (2) or (3) shall not be levied, assessed, collected,
or 5
* RICE—SPECIAL RULE

“(5) In the case of rice, the weight to which the rate of tax
shall be applied shall be the weight of rough rice when delivered
to a processor, except that, where the producer his own
rice, the weight to which the rate of tax shall be applied shall be
the weight of rough rice when delivered to the place of processing.

** SUGAR—SPECIAL RULE

“(8) In the case of sugar beets or sugar cane the rate of tax shall
be applied to the direct-consumption sugar, resulting from the
first domestic processing, translated into terms of pounds of raw
value according to regulations to be issued by the Secretary of
Agriculture, and in the event that the Secretary increases or de-
creases the rate of tax fixed by paragraph (2) of this subsection,
pursuant to the provisions of paragraph (4) of this subsection,
then the rate of tax to be so applied shall be the higher of the
two following quotients: The difference between the current aver-
age farm price and the fair exchange value (A) of a ton of sugar
beets and (B) of a ton of sugarcane, divided in the case of each
commodity by the average extraction therefrom of sugar in terms
of pounds of raw value (which average extraction shall be deter-
mined from available statistics of the Department of Agriculture);
the rate of tax fixed by paragraph (2) of this subsection or ad-
justed pursuant to the provisions of paragraph (4) of this subsec-
tion shall in no event exceed the amount of the reduction by the
President on a pound of sugar raw value of the rate of duty in
effect on January 1, 1934, under paragraph 501 of the Tariff Act
of 1930, as adjusted to the treaty of commercial reciprocity con-
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cluded between the United States and the Republic of Cubs on
December 11, 1802, and/or the provisions of the act of December
17, 1903, chapter 1.

 WHEAT PREMIUMS

“(7) In computing the current average farm price in the case
of wheat, premiums paid producers for protein content shall not be
taken into account.” i

Mr. O'MALLEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment,
which I send to the Clerk’s desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. O'MaLieY: Under subsection (b) of
section 12, on page 32, following the word “ paragraph ", in line 3,
insert the following language:

“In all cases where the commodity subjected to a processing fax
is offered for sale there shall be clearly set forth, in whatever man~
ner the Secretary of Agriculture may designate, that proportion
of the selling price which constitutes the g tax on said
commodity or commodities under this act. In the case of retail
goods this information shall be clearly set forth on a label, tag,
stamp, or other suitable indicia accompanying sald goods for the
protection of the consumer.”

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order that
the amendment offered by the gentleman from Wisconsin is
not germane to this particular section, which has to do with
a processing tax. The amendment has fo do with the sale of
an article and the labels that are to be put on the article
sold. The sale of an article is not involved in this particular
section.

Mr. O'MALLEY. Mr. Chairman, this section deals with
the levying of a tax and my amendment provides that the
proportion of the selling price of the commodities taxed shall
be displayed in some way so that the consumer may know
how much of the processing tax he is paying and how much
of the processing tax is being used as an argument to in-
crease prices. I know that when the processing tax was at-
tached to one food product in my State it amounted to about
2 cents fo the consumer, but the producers of that product
immediately raised their price 10 cents, so they not only got
the processing tax but 8 cents in additional profits.

Mr. Chairman, if the processing tax is a good thing, all the
Members who are in favor of it ought to be willing to let the
consumer know how much he is paying toward the processing
tax. If the processors are taking it out of their profits and
the consumers are nof paying the processing tax, they do
not have to comply with this amendment. Why are we
afraid to have the consumer know how much this processing
tax is costing him, if if is costing him anything? Why can
we nof give the consumers some protection, so that the
processors are not able fo get not only the processing tax buf
use the processing tax in order to gef additional profits?
Why cannot the consumer be shown what proportion of the
cost of the goods the processing tax involves?

Mr. Chairman, I submit the amendment is clearly in order,
because it deals with the method of indicating what the tax
is. It is a germane amendment,

Mr, JONES. Mr, Chairman, subsection 9 (a) has to do
with the levying of the tax. This section simply has to do
with the rate of tax. The question of what shall be done in
connection with the sale of a commodity is not involved in
the particular section now before us, which is section 12 (b).

Mr. O'MALLEY, My amendment only provides for dis-
closure of the amount of tax to the people who foot the bills.

Mr. JONES. I may say fo the gentleman, to put a con-
version factor on every one of the infinite variety of com-
modities that are made from a basic commodity would be
practically impossible, because one basic commodity may go
into a hundred different finished items. I may say further
that the present bill provides that if a false statement is made
by a processor as to the amount of the fax in connection with
the sale of an article he may be fined, because it then
becomes an offense.

Mr. O'MALLEY. A merchant can raise the price and use
the processing tax as the basis for the increase. The con-
sumer has no protection. He does not know what percentage
the tax is, and he ought to have this information. If the tax
is a good thing, we ought to have frankmess and decency
enough to allow the consumer to know what it is.

Mr. Chairman, this section amends section 9 (a) ; therefore
my amendment is in order.
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The CHAIRMAN. The portion of the bill just read
mentions section 9 (a).

Mr. JONES. Section 9 (a) is treated in this bill on page
29, which we have already considered.

Mr. O'MALLEY, This deals with section 9 (a).

The CHATRMAN. The Chair is ready to rule.

The Chair is impressed with the view that the point of
order made to the amendment offered to this section of the
bill is good, and therefore sustains the point of order.

Mr. O'MALLEY. Mr. Chairman, my amendment dees not
provide a means for the collection of the tax or regulate the
collection in any way.

The CHAIRMAN. The amendment offered by the gentle-
man goes to the collection of the tax. The amendment spe-
cifically provides for the use of stamps which, of course,
under the amendment is in the discretion of the Secretary
of Agriculture.

Mr. O'MALLEY. Mr. Chairman, the method provided is
that the Secretary may designate the method, and I only
suggested a stamp or a tag as one of the many ways the
Secretary might protect the consumer from being gypped.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has ruled. The Chair thinks
the point of order is well taken and sustains the point of
order.

Mr. JONES. Mr, Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
all debate on this section close in 6 minutes.

Mr. GIFFORD. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to
object, this is a very important section indeed and bears
similarity to other sections in the bill.

It is inconceivable that they would not want more time,
but I am willing to confine my remarks now to 5 minutes
and take more time on section 21.

I withdraw my reservation of objection, Mr. Chairman.

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. GIFFORD. Mr. Chairman, after setting forth the
contents of this section in 5 minufes, I will agree that 1
minute may be enough for the chairman of the committee
to apologize for it. [Laughter.]

Section 12, paragraph 1, taxes generally; and then it
states that we will really use the taxes until they are found
unconstitutional.

Paragraph 2, with respect to specific tax rates, they con-
tend is so narrow that it will be held constitutional even if
the rates are not fair or unnecessary.

On the next page it is provided that if these general rates
are held unconstitutional, then they will go back fo the spe-
cial or the specific rates. How hard we are trying to make
past legislation constitutional. We are here serving notice
that we are to try by every conceivable means to carry out
our theories at the risk and apparent expectation of its being
held unconstitutional.

This may be the only refuge that the committee could find
and, evidently, 1 minute will be all that is required to
acknowledge that this is true, but I want to remind you of
the situation and compare this section with section 21, a
part of which at least ought to be removed from the bill.

Look at section 21, on page 46, and notice the recitation
there. It is provided that all the faxes heretofore paid prior
to the date of the adoption of this amendment are hereby
declared to be legalized, ratified, and confirmed to all intents
and purposes as if we had passed the proper legislation in
1933. This is a bold statement to make, but the Supreme
Court will regard it of but little value. However, the state-
ment I am interested in, Mr. Chairman, is the one that pro-
vides that even though taxes may have been illegally im-
posed, we will freeze such taxes and we will commit an
immoral act, because although it may be proven to be un-
constitutional we go still further and say that even if proven
unconstitutional we attempt to state that the aggrieved tax-
payer may not press his claim in court. They may not even
present their case and attempt to recover taxes illegally paid.
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Will you not kindly give some consideration to section 21
and help us remove this particular vicious section and let our
citizens have their day in court. This is the burden of my
argument at the present moment.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, under the section referred
to the Congress simply enacts the processing fees that are
already in effect and makes them the act of Congress in
order to avoid any question of delegation. The change the
gentleman refers to is an effort to adjust the program to
suit a situation that might arise. If the additional flexible
power is legal, well and good; but, if not, we certainly can-
not afford to wreck the whole farm program, which has
meant so much to this country.

The pro forma amendment was withdrawn,

The Clerk read as follows:

8ec. 13. Subsection (c) of section 9 of the Agricultural Adjust-
ment Act, as amended, is amended to read as follows:

“(c) For the purposes of part 2 of this title, the fair exchange
value of a commodity shall be the price therefor that will give
the commodity the same purchasing power, with respect to articles
farmers buy, as such commodity had during the base period speci-
fied in section 2; and, in the case of all commodities where the
base period is the pre-war period, August 1909 to July 1914, will
also reflect interest payments per acre on farm indebtedness se-
cured by real estate and tax payments per acre on farm real estate,
as contrasted with such inferest payments and tax payments
during said base period; and the current average farm price and
the fair exchange value shall be ascertained by the Secretary of
Agriculture from available statistics of the Department of Agri-
culture. The rate of tax upon the processing of any commodity,
in effect on the date on which this amendment is adopted, shall
not be affected by the adoption of this amendment and shall not
be required to be adjusted or altered, unless the Secretary of
Agriculture finds that it is necessary to adjust or alter any such
rate pursuant to section 2 (a) of this title.”

Mr. CARPENTER. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out
the last word.

Mr. Chairman, if there was no other good that was to
come out of the Agricultural Adjustment Act, the fact that
it has set up for the first time in the history of agriculture
a method of cooperation and organization among the farm-
ers such as every other business and industry has in this
country that would be justification enough for the act.

Three years ago when the Roosevelt administration came
into power agriculfure was prostrate. Farm prices and con-
ditions had been going from bad to worse.

For instance, in 1919 there was produced in the State of
Kansas 146,109,192 bushels of wheat, which at an average
price during that year of $1.99 per bushel resulted in the
farmers of the State of Kansas receiving $289,886,360; by
1931 the price had dropped to 34 cents per bushel as an aver-
age for the year, and whereas there was 239,907,709 bushels
of wheat produced in Kansas that year almost 100,000,000
bushels more than was produced in 1919, yet the farmers of
the State of Kansas only received $81,416,717, or more than
$200,000,000 less than they received in 1919. The following
year, 1932, the average price was 29 cents per bushel, and
the farmers of the State of Kansas only received $30,975,880
for their wheat, or approximately one-tenth of what they
received in 1919, yet their indebtedness had been increased
and their rates of interest had not been lowered.

Take the case of corn in 1917. Kansas produced 106,-
166,517 bushels of corn, and at a price of $1.14 per bushel
received $121,540,410, whereas in 1931 they produced 8,000,000
more bushels of corn than was produced in 1917 and received
approximately $90,000,000 less than they received in 1917,
or a total of $32,666,554. The prices the farmer received for
wheat and corn in 1932 were lower per bushel than any other
year before or since 1889, as illustrated by a table compiled
from the twenty-seventh biennial report, Kansas State
Board of Agriculture, page 538, and data of subsequent years
cbtained from the board.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to insert this table
of prices of wheat and corn as a part of my remarks.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, it is so ordered.

The table follows:
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2 98 13.70 | 146,109, 192 | 11, 640, 873 12.56 1.90 | 280, 886, 360 63, 083, 407 | 4, 188, 045 15. 06 131 | 82 845451
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37.53 27.77 | 177,860,700 | 10, 474, 680 16.98 .04 | 167,324,843 | 179,116,320 | 6,634, 006 27.00 .65 | 117, 760, 930
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2417 11. 50 79, 700, 000 | 8,658, 000 10. 80 .85 67, 744, 000 10, 626, 000 | 3,777,000 27 .B8 9, 307, 000
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Mr. CARPENTER. Three years ago when the Roosevelt
administration came into power agriculture was prostrate.
Farm prices and conditions had been going from bad to worse,
Many tears had been shed over the farmer and many prom-
ises made to him, but the passage of the Agricultural Adjust-
ment Act was the first time anything had been definitely done
for agriculture. To use the expression of the street, and one
which is generally understood, it was the Roosevelt adminis-
tration that brought home the bacon to the farmer. Those
who come from agriculture districts are quite well satisfied
with the success of the operation of this act. They know what
it has meant to agriculture the past 2 years, but as further
proof of the success, satisfaction, and appreciation of the
farmer was the great spontaneous meeting of over 5,000 farm-
ers from the length and breadth of this land recently held
here in Washington. It is generally thought that the farmer
never could be satisfied, that he was divided in his own ranks
as to what plan should be followed. Never before had such
a gathering as was held here in Washington by the actual
dirt farmers been dreamed of. They did not come with any
demand or complaint, merely to express to this Congress,
this administration, and their President their thanks and
appreciation of what has been done for them. We can
gather from this meeting that they desire the continuation
of this act and its strengthening by such amendments as
were deemed necessary. Not only did this meeting impress
Washington and give the newspapers and other news
agencies, who are so prone to picture the farmer under un-
favorable circumstances, an idea of what a real farmer looks
like, but it had a far greater effect in this country, for there
had been conceived by certain persons, whom were those who
had promised the farmer much when they were in power,
‘but had failed to keep their promises, a meeting which they
dubbed the “grass-roots convention”, which was designed
and conceived among other things to knock the stuffing out
of the A. A. A. To them it was a proposition of *“ root hog

or die ”, but in the face of this meeting here at Washington
and the referendum vote of the farmers throughout the
couniry upon the proposition of continuing this act, those
from the short-grass country did not dare carry out the
purposes of this meeting. What is the position of the
farmer? He has always been one of the most independent
individuals in the country. Every other business and indus-
try was seeking special privileges from the Government,
but the farmer never asked for any special favor. He was
willing to produce by the sweat of his brow and he could
export his surpluses abroad and therefore receive a reason-
able price for his products.

All he asked was that nothing be done to him, but gov-
ernments began to increase his taxes. He found himself the
victim of the Government’s high-tariff program, which re-
sulted in the loss of his markets, and his surpluses were
thrown back on him; the Government having done all this
to him, it was then up to the Government to do something
for him. One thing the farmer desired more than any other
class is to remain free and independent. As I have stated,
he is for the present Agricultural Adjustment Act, so long
as it remains a free and independent plan, but he is op-
posed to any compulsory plan. He does not desire that the
Federal Government, through the Department of Agricul-
ture or any other department, tell him what he can produce
or what he cannot produce, and tell him how much he
can produce and how much he cannot produce, and I
have assurance from the Secretary of Agriculture that there
is no such desire on his part.

As I view it, one of the reasons for supporting the present
bill containing the A. A. A. amendments, if there was such
power of compulsory control in the hands of the Secretary
of Agriculture, as I understand it, it is stricken out under
these amendments. Furthermore, under the recent Supreme
Court decision any such provision would be void. I believe

that the Agriculture Committee is in such clese touch with
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the farmers of this country that they have done a great
work in this legislation in protecting agriculture and chang-
ing and amending this bill to safeguard the farmer and
protect his interests.

Mr. LUCKEY. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the
last word.

Mr. Chairman and my colleagues of the House, yesterday
I heard a very able speech by the gentleman from New York
[Mr. Fisu] attacking the Agriculfural Adjustment Act
amendments, and I happened later in the day to hear the
same gentleman in another address on the same subject over
the air. The man running the radio tired of the latter
speech and turned it off, therefore robbing me of the oppor-
tunity to hear the complete speech. Both speeches were
along the same line—a wailing lament over the vanishing
American foreign markets and a bitter protest against the
present agricultural program as being responsible for that
waning market,

Some time ago I submitted part of my studies on this situ-
ation to the Members of the House. Today in a few brief
words I want to add some further comments on the export-
import situation. I believe that the gentleman from New
York was barking up the wrong tree when he charged that
the loss of our foreign markets was the work of the present
administration. It is perhaps due to the fact that the charts
and figures that I use are not the same as those used by the
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gentleman from New York that causes my conclusion to be
that the agricultural export losses were sustained, to a very
large degree, prior to the advent of the present administra-
tion. How could we lose what we had already lost?

Without boring you with long tables and charts to show the
decline of American agricultural export trade, I am going to
present only two or three items of that trade which conclu-
sively show the decline in the pre-Roosevelt era. Take the
case of cotton, one of the focal points of attack by the oppo-
sition, where the period of 1925 to 1933 shows the trend. In
the case of cotton in its unmanufactured state, the values of
;axgorts in each of the years from 1925 to 1933 were as
0lIOWS:

1925 $1, 059, 751, 000

1926 814, 429, 000
1927. 826, 308, 000
1928_ 920, 008, 000
1929 7170, 830, 000
1830 496, 798, 000
1081 325, 667, 000
1932 345, 164, 000
1933.. 3908, 212, 000

During this same period, unmanufactured cotton exports
declined from $1,059,751,000 in 1925 to $45,524,000 in 1932,
In simple words, our export values in both of these fields had
fallen off to the point where the 1932 valuation was only
about one-third of that of 1925. Surely this is a falling
export market.

[Figures from the Bureau of Foreign and Domestic Commerce, Department of Commerce]

Miscellane-
Animals and | Dairy prod- Vegetables, | ous animal
Total agricul- Grains and
Yearly average or year (calendar) products uets and fruits, and | and vege- Cotton Tobacco
tural exports | “oqipe eggs | Preparations| T fable prod-
ucts

1925. $2, 136, 200, 000 | $289, 300,000 | $31,100,000 | $351, 800, 000 | $121, 100,000 | $149, 400,000 | §1,059, 800,000 | $153, 800, 000
1926 1,816, 700, 000 | 236, 700, 000 26, 800, 000 | 355, 700, 000 | 132, 600,000 | 113, 600, 000 814, 400, 000 136, 900, 009
1977 . 1, 884, 600, 000 | 181, 60O, 000 25,300,000 | 443,800,000 | 143,600,000 | 124, 500, 000 824, 300, 00O 139, 700, 000
1928. 1,863, 100,000 | 182,300,000 | 24,700,000 | 315 700,000 | 152,000,000 | 113,900,000 920, 000, 000 | 154, 500, 000
1929 1,602,900,000 | 108,200,000 | 22,100,000 | 286, 400,000 | 162,800,000 | 106, 600, 000 770,800,000 | 148, 100, 000
1030, 1, 200, 700, 000 | 149, 900, 000 19, 500,000 | 191, 300, 000 | 130, 400, 000 67, 100, 000 496, 80O, 000 145, 600, 000
1031 821,400,000 | 63,200,000 | 12,800,000 | 106,000,000 | 122,000, 000 900, 000 325, 700,000 | 110,800, 000
1932 662, 400,000 | 55, 200, 000 6,600,000 | 66,900,000 | 84,900,000 | 37, 700, 000 345, 200, 000 900, 000
1933. 604,400,000 | 63,600,000 | 4,400,000 | 31,500,000 | 77,100,000 | 36, 600, 000 398,200,000 | 82 900,000

In the year 1925, the total value of all agricultural ex-
ports was $2,136,200,000, while in 1932, the total was $662,-
400,000, a net decrease of $1,473,800,000. Here, too, we see
that the American export trade in agricultural products
had suffered a tremendous shrinkage. At this point, I wish
to insert a table covering the export statistics of all agri-
cultural products by classified groups.

In all of the items in this table, it is seen that the same
downward trend is followed as that shown for cotton.

Is it not strange, then, how by some peculiar reasoning
so common today, that anyone could reach the conclusion
that our agricultural export market has fallen off due to the
agricultural program of the present administration.

I am a strong believer in the doctrine of recapturing every
possible bit of the foreign market that we can possibly
capture. In this present bill, I believe that we have the
essential principles necessary for the recovery of the Amer-
ican position in the world market. The fundamentals of the
McNary-Haugen measure have been incorporated in these
amendments, and they have been harmonized with the whole
program.

It is vital to the recovery program that the American
farmers reach parity. The man who feeds the country has
every right to expect that he will receive for his farm prod-
ucts a price that will justify his continuance as a farmer.
The amendments now before us greatly perfect the agri-
cultural program, and they will materially aid the farmers
of this country. Our farmers believe in the present program
and in the amendments now before us. The interjection
of partisan political arguments into this discussion serves
only to becloud the real issues. The distortion of facts,
facts which in themselves may be quite true, to make them
appear as an indictment of the farm program and the
amendments, surely cannot be regarded as a legitimate or
weighty attack.

There are a great many gentleman in this House who are
in the same position as I find myself, They are whole-
heartedly in support of the amendments, and none of the
blinding figures or false facts which have been set forth
thus far can change that belief. Our farmers are in support
of these amendments, and the American farmer shall be and
will :3: benefited by this administration and by these amend-
ments.

The Clerk read as follows:

8ec. 15. Subsection (b) of section 10 of the Agricultural Adjust-
ment Act, as amended, is amended to read as follows:

“(b) (1) The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized to establish,
for the more effective administration of the functions vested in him
by this title, State and local committees, or associations of pro-
ducers, and to permit cooperative associations of producers, when
in his judgment they are qualified to do so, to act as agents of
their members and patrons in connection with the distribution of
payments authorized to be made under section 8. The Secretary,
in the administration of this title, shall accord such recognition
and encouragement to producer-owned and producer-controlled
cooperative associations as will be in harmony with the policy to-
ward cooperative associations set forth in existing acts of Congress,
and as will tend to promote efficient methods of marketing and
distribution.

*“(2) Each order issued by the Secretary under this title shall pro-
vide that each handler subject thereto shall pay to any authority
or agency established under such order such handler's pro rata
share (as approved by the Secretary) of such expenses as the Sec-
retary may find will necessarily be incurred by such authority or
agency during any period specified by him for the maintenance and
functioning of such authority or agency, other than expenses in-
curred in receiving, handling, holding, or disposing of any quantity
of a commodity received, handled, held, or disposed of by such
authority or agency for the benefit or account of persons other than
handlers subject to such order. The pro rata share of the expenses
payable by a cooperative association of producers shall be computed
on the of the quantity of the agricultural commodity or
product thereof covered by such order which is distributed, proc-
essed, or shipped by such cooperative association of producers.
Any such authority or agency may maintain in its own name, or in
the names of its members, a suit against any handler subject to an
order for the collection of such handler’s pro rata share of expenses.
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The several district courts of the United States are hereby vested
with jurisdiction to entertain such suits regardiess of the amount
in controversy.”

Mr. CHANDLER. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following
amendment, which I send to the desk and ask to have read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment by Mr. CHANDLER: Amend section 15 by inserting the
following sentence at the end of paragraph (b) (1), line 14, page
87: * Such recognition and encouragement under this title shall be
limited to associations which deal in the products of nonmembers
to an amount not greater in value than such as are handled for
their bona fide producer members; and there shall be included In
nonmember business all commodities not delivered by persons hav-
ing a legal or equitable right in the production thereof; all com-
modities received under any contract which does not give the
delivering producer credit for and the right to receive within a
reasonable period his pro rata share of profits after deduction of
costs and permissible dividends; and all commodities upon which
more than 90 percent of the market value is advanced without
recourse prior to disposition thereof by the assoclation unless the
delivering producer has to his credit with such assoclation re-
serves sufficlent to cover, and liable for any loss incurred in the
handling and ultimate disposition of such commodities delivered
by him if handled separately, or his pro rata share of any loss
incurred in the handling and ultimate disposition of commodities
delivered to any pool.”

Mr. CHANDLER. Mr. Chairman, when H. R. 8052, the
immediate predecessor of H. R. 8492, now under considera-
tion, was introduced, I prepared an amendment along the
lines of the one just offered and sent it to the very able and
indefatigable Chairman of the Committee on Agriculture
[Mr. Jones]. He informed me, and I think correctly so, that
that amendment involved a change in the Capper-Volstead
Act. I have redrawn the amendment so as to avoid that
criticism and now ask its adoption.

That part of section 15 of the bill, to which this amend-
ment would be added, requires the Secretary of Agriculture
to “ accord such recognition and encouragement to producer-
owned and producer-controlled cooperative associations as
will be in harmony with the policy toward cooperative asso-
ciations set forth in existing acts of Congress.”

The Capper-Volstead law, which authorizes producers of
farm products to form cooperative associations, free from
the Antitrust Act, provides that such an association “ shall
not deal in the products of nonmembers to an amount
greater in value than such as are handled by it for mem-
bers ”, but, unfortunately, the act does not define non-
member business; and the pending amendment is to make
that definition to some small extent for the purposes of the
Agricultural Adjustment Act, at least. While the amend-
ment necessarily would have general application, its practical
operation would be confined to the cotton trade.

Firstly, it is provided that there shall be included in non-
member business commodities delivered by persons not hav-
ing any legal or equitable interest in the production of the
commodity. This test of producer qualification is the same
as that applied in section 3 of the Bankhead Act in per-
mitting votes to determine whether that act should be con-
tinued for this season. It permits cotton delivered by land-
owners, tenants, sharecroppers, and other persons having an
actual interest in producing the cotton to be counted as
member business, but would not permit ginners and other
cotton buyers to sell cotton outright to the cooperatives, and
have it called “member cotton.” Yet, this is a common
practice at the present time.

Secondly, it would class as nonmember business all com-
modities delivered under any contract which does not give
the producer the rights of an actual partner in the profits
of the business. This expressly permits, of course, deduec-
tions of costs and dividends permitted on capital stock or
capital in any other form, buf will require any cooperative
demanding recognition by the friple A to credit to the
farmer his share of the profits, and, if he desires to do so,
to permit him to withdraw his profits within some reason-
able period. In other words, it will make it impossible for
cooperative managers to compel producers against their
wishes to invest capital in the cooperative, and yet call their
deliveries member business. It will place membership on a
voluntary basis, where it certainly ought to be.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

9585

Thirdly, this amendment will require cooperatives seeking
recognition and encouragement to limit any advances they
make on commodities to a reasonable figure, or call such
transaction what it actually is, a purchase, and therefore
nonmember business. No cooperative asking special favors
here ought to be permitted to risk the reserves belonging to
its bona fide members, and the funds loaned to it by this
Government, in speculating in commodities. Advances of 90
percent of the market value are the maximum which can be
made with any degree of safety even on a commodity which
can be hedged in the future market such as cotton. All
that this clause will require is that the risk of loss on a
commodtiy delivered be borne by the delivering producer
if he is to be called a member. It prevents cooperative
managers from risking reserves of bona fide members and
funds borrowed from the Government in what in effect are
outright purchases from persons having no interest whatso-
ever in the continued operations of the cooperative.

This is an amendment in the interest of the farmer,
sound cooperative marketing associations, and the independ-
ent cotton dealers. For 75 years the independent cotton
merchants, whom we may now call “the little fellows?”,
found the outlets at home and abroad for the farmer’s cot-
ton, and these people have furnished the competition by
which the farmer received the best price obtainable for his
product. Now these private business concerns cannot meet
the open-market competition of cooperative associations
which have become not cooperative organizations but huge
merchandising units operating with Federal funds and pay-
ing almost no taxes. Soon the farmer will have to put all of
his eggs in one basket, and that will be another sad day
for him.

The small cotton dealers and their employees, and there
are thousands of them in every cotton-growing State, are
in a desperate condition because they cannot compete in
the open market with the so-called * cooperatives ”, which
have no definite limits on their operations, receive liberal
Government credit, and will claim further preferential treat-
ment under this section of the bill. I have been implored
by scores of men formerly in the cotton business in my
district to help them get other work because their life’s
occupation is gone. So, we may classify this amendment
also as an employment measure.

I do not see how anyone can fairly object to this amend-
ment since all that it does is define in some small degree for
the purposes of this act what constitutes membership in a
cooperative. The legally operated producer-cooperatives
should welcome it, and certainly, Congress is justified in
requiring the simplest attributes of membership here laid
down, both in protecting producer-cooperatives and public
funds, as well as in preventing unfair and destructive com-
petition by Government-financed merchandising organiza-
tions which have no real attributes of producer-cooperatives,
Surely, membership should entail some right to profits and
some burden for losses, or it means nothing more than
membership in a night club during the prohibition era.

I sincerely urge adoption of the amendment.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, there is no reason why a
bona fide cooperative should not be permitted to perform
any of these functions for its members. Everyone recognizes
that if all the farmers were 100 percent organized on any
commodity, they could handle the marketing of that com-
modity without any legislation. I do not think we should
do anything that would prevent cooperatives handling any
part of the program they are in a position to handle. That
has been the philosophy that has been pursued for some
time.

I ask that the amendment be rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. CHANDLER].

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. CHANDLER. Mr, Chairman, I offer a further amend-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. CraNpLER: Amend section 15 (b) (1),
on page 37, in line 14, by changing the period to a comma and
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adding thereafter the following: “but without discrimination
against other producers, processors, and handlers.”

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I have no objection to that
amendment. It simply clarifies the matter.

The amendment was agreed to.

The Clerk read as follows:

SEc. 29. The Agricultural Adjustment Act, as amended, is
amended by adding after section 20 the following new section:

“gec. 21. (a) No suit or proceeding shall be brought or main-
tained in, nor shall any judgment or decree be enfered by, any
court for the recoupment, set-off, refund, or credit of, or on any
counterclaim for, any amount of any tax assessed, paid, collected,
or accrued under this title prior to the date of the adoption of
this amendment. Except pursuant to a final judgment or decree
entered prior to the date of the adoption of this amendment, no
recoupment, set-off, refund, or credit of, or counterclaim for, any
amount of any tax, interest, or penalty assessed, paid, collected,
or accrued under this title prior to the date of the adoption of
this amendment shall be made or allowed. The provisions of this
subsection shall not apply to (1) any overpayment of tax which
results from an error in the computation of the tax, or (2) dupli-
cate payments of any tax, or (3) any refund or credit under sub-
section (a) or (c) of section 15 or under section 17.

“(b) No suit, action, or proceeding (including probate, adminis-
tration, receivership, and bankruptey proceedings) shall be brought
or maintained in any court if such suit, action, or proceeding is
for the purpose or has the effect (1) of preventing or restraining
the assessment or collection of any tax imposed or the amount of
any penalty or interest accrued under this title on or after the date
of the adoption of this amendment, or (2) of obtaining a declara-
tory judgment under the Federal Declaratory Judgments Act In
connection with any such tax or such amount of any such interest
or penalty. In probate, administration, receivership, bankruptey,
or other similar proceedings, the claim of the United States for any
such tax or such amount of any such interest or penalty, in the
amount assessed by the Commissioner of Internal Revenue, shall
be allowed and ordered to be paid, but the right to claim the refund
or credit thereof and to maintain such claim pursuant to the pro-
visions of law made applicable by section 19 may be reserved in the
court’s order.

“(c¢) The taxes imposed under this title, as determined, pre-
scribed, proclaimed, and made effective by the proclamations and
certificates of the Secretary of Agriculture and/or of the President
by the regulations of the Secretary with the approval of the Presi-
dent prior to the date of the adoption of this amendment, are
hereby legalized and ratified, and the assessment, levy, collection,
and accrual of all such taxes prior to said date are hereby legalized
and ratified and confirmed as fully to all intents and purposes as
if each such tax had been made effective and the rate thereof fixed
specifically on May 12, 1933, by act of Congress. All such taxes
which have accrued and remain unpaid on the date of the adop-
tion of this amendment shall be assessed and collected pursuant to
section 19, and to the provisions of law made applicable thereby.
Nothing in this section shall be construed to import illegality to
any act, determination, proclamation, certificate, or regulation of
the Secretary of Agriculture or of the President done or made prior
to the date of the adoption of this amendment.

“(d) No refund or credit shall be made or allowed of any
amount of any tax which accrued on or after the date of the
adoption of this amendment under this title (including any over-
payment of such tax), unless (1) the claimant establishes to the
satisfaction of the Commissioner of Internal Revenue, (A) that
he has not included such amount in the price of the article with
respect to which it was imposed or of any article processed from
the commodity with respect to which it was imposed, and that
he has not collected from the vendee any part of such amount, or
(B) that he has repaid such amount to the producer or the ulti-
mate purchaser of the article, and (C) in the case of hogs that
such amount has not been deducted from the price paid to the
producer, or (2) the claimant files with the Commissioner of In-
ternal Revenue the written consent of such producer and ulti-
mate purchaser to the allowance of the credit or refund. The
provisions of this subsection shall not apply to any refund under
section 15 (a), section 16, or section 17.

“(e) No refund or credit shall be made or allowed of the amount
of any tax, under section 15, section 16, or section 17, unless,
within 1 year after the right to such refund or credit has accrued,
a claim for such refund or credit (conforming to such regulations
as the Commissioner of Internal Revenue, with the approval of
the Secretary of the Treasury, may prescribe) is filed by the per-
son entitled to such refund or credit, except that if the right to
any such refund or credit accrued prior to the date of the adop-
tion of this amendment, then such 1-year period shall be com-
puted from the date of this amendment. No interest shall be
allowed or paid, or included in any judgment, with respect to any
such clalm for refund or credit.

“(f) The provisions of section 3226, Revised Statutes, as amended,
are hereby extended to apply to any suit for the recovery of any
amount of any tax which accrued, on or after the date of the
adoption of this amendment, under this title, and to any suit for
the recovery of any amount of tax which results from an error
in the computation of the tax or from duplicate payments of
any tax.

“(g) Whenever in this title a refund of any tax is authorized
to be made to any person other than the person required to pay
the tax with respect to which an application for refund is made,
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upon statement under oath.by the applicant for refund that he
has no knowledge, information, or belief that such tax has not in
fact been paid, then for the purpose of such refund to said
applicant such tax shall be deemed to have been due from and
paid by the person liable therefor. Any other provision of the
law notwithstanding, the Comptroller General of the United States
is authorized and directed, without review of the fact of the pay-~
ment of the tax, to certify for payment refunds authorized under
this subsection in the amounts scheduled to him by the Commis-
sioner of Internal Revenue. Whoever makes any false statement
under oath in connection with applying for or securing such
refund of any tax shall be guilty of a misdemeanor and upon
conviction thereof shall be punished by a fine of not more than
$1,000 or by imprisonment not exceeding 6 months, or both.”

Mr. GIFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment,

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Girrorp: Page 44, line 20, strike out
Sec. 21 (a).

Mr. GIFFORD. Mr. Chairman, this is the amendment to
which I have heretofore referred, wherein any tax that may
have been illegally collected prior to the adoption of this
act will be frozen, so that a citizen will not be able to go
into court and collect it. It may be possible that this act
itself is unconstitutional. In fact, the writers of the act, on
page 46, section (c¢), which I will not ask to have stricken
out, would seem to think so. There they make another
recitation saying, in effect, that all these acts to all intents
and purposes shall be just as effective as if we had done it
constitutionally in 1933. I do not believe the recitation will
amount to much when the Supreme Court looks it over,
but you have emphasized it and you also practically say that
the Supreme Court must not think, because of the recitation
made, that it may carry the import that it might be uncon-
stitutional. That will be found at the bottom of the page:

Nothing here would import or suggest that it would be uncon-
stitutional.

However, I am approaching this from a little different
angle. Because you may be wearied of my own arguments,
a prominent editorial writer has furnished me with some-
thing better than I perhaps could present here as my own
statement, to the effect that every other citizen in every
other kind of business in the country always adds to his
costs, and even though he passes it on—which in this case
he has not been able to do—he has had his right to recover.
However, even though he has handed it on and afterward
it was found that the taxes were illegally collected, certainly
it is the right of a citizen to go into court and recover.
According to this editorial the processing tax idea is a
“fanaticism ” in the minds of its proponents, and reason
does not prevail. These editorial writers regard this as a
most serious matter., Prominent writers are bringing to the
attention of the country the fact that this is probably the
first time any such attempt has actually been made to retain
taxes illegally collected and where a citizen has been de-
prived of the right even to attempt to recover them.

I hope this amendment will have some serious attention.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. Girrorp] has expired.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, of course, this is a question
that involves processing fees that have been herefofore col-
lected, practically none of which has actually been absorbed
by the processor. A serious situation arises with reference
to these processing fees. The argument has been made re-
peatedly by those who have opposed processing fees, that
they are either passed back to the farmer in the way of
reduced prices or passed on to the consumer in the way of
increased prices. Now the argument is made by some gen-
tlemen who oppose them that the price to the consumer is
increased so greatly that we cannot afford to have a farm
program. If that be true, what excuse could there be for
permitting the processor who had not actually absorbed the
taxes to recover these great sums?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. Jones] has expired.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word.

The statement has been made on the floor several times
in the course of this debate, and so far as I know it has not
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been challenged, that the cotton processing tax is not being
passed on to the consumer. I do want to challenge that
statement. There has been no proof offered here that it is
not being passed on to the consumer.

Mr. GILCHRIST. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOPE. I yield.

Mr. GILCHRIST. Is it not true that the statement has
always been made that this has been a tax upon clothing?
Is that not the statement that has been made?

Mr. HOPE. The opponents of this legislation have urged
various reasons in opposition to it. Some of them say it
has been a tax on clothing. Now, the gentlemen represent-
ing the textile interests say that they cannot pass it on, but
I want to call attention to some figures which are contained
in the report of the Administrator of the Agricultural Adjust-
ment Act just issued.

These figures show the increase in the price of cotton
goods since the processing tax went into effect. It is not
pretended, of course, that all of this increase is due to the
processing tax, because it includes additional costs due to
labor. It includes a higher base price for cotton, but these
figures show that a pair of overalls at retail sold on an
average at $1.09 on July 27, 1933, before the processing fax
went into effect; whereas the average price for the period
from November 1933 to November 1934, was $1.56, or an in-
crease of 47 cents. These figures show that sheets 81 by 89
inches in size increased in price from 99 cents fo $1.31; that
work shirts increased in price from 73 cents to 91 cents; that
unbleached muslin per yard increased in price from 10 cents
to 14 cents during this period.

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOPE. 1 yield.

Mr. DONDERO. Can the gentleman inform the House
what percentage of the processing tax collected has gone to
the producer?

Mr. HOPE. Of the processing tax collected I would say
95 percent has gone back to the producer—all of it except
the cost of administration which, to my best recollection,
has not exceeded 5 percent.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr, JONES. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
all debate on this section and all amendments thereto do
close in 16 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. WEARIN. Mr, Chairman, I was very glad to see the
Committee on Agriculture include in this bill at page 25 a
section with reference to the books and the records of the
processors of agricultural products. For some time I have
had pending before the Committee on Agriculture several
bills with reference to this particular subject matter by
which I have sought to amend the existing Packers and
Stockyards Act of 1921 in such manner that the Secretary
of Agriculture would have access to the books and records
of the processors of agricultural products. Consequently, it
is a great satisfaction to me to see the Committee on Agri-
culture include a provision of this type in this particular
legislation, even though it is of only a temporary character.
I trust it will establish a precedent upon which we may pro-
ceed in the future to accomplish the thing I have desired to
accomplish for some time.

It should be remembered that notwithstanding the distress
we have experienced during the past few years the proces-
sors of food products have been able to show a profit sub-
stantially higher than other major manufacturing indus-
tries in this country while the producers of the products
they were processing were going bankrupt on every hand
in our farm State of Iowa. This is one of the excellent rea~-
sons why the Secretary of Agriculture should have access
to the books and records of such concerns. It would then
be possible for us to determine the reason for such a strange
coincident without additional action by Congress as appears
to be necessary at the present time.

I might also suggest at this point that I likewise have
pending before a committee of the Congress a resolution
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asking for a thorough investigation of food processors, the
prices they are charging consumers today and the percent
of the said consumer’s dollar that is reaching the pockets
of the producers. With such data before us we could deter-
mine the exact status of the American farmer as compared
to what it was say a decade or two ago. A similar proposal
sponsored by Senator WHEELER has already passed the United
States Senate. Action upon my resolution in the House
would insure results.

The legislation I have proposed that deals with the
inspection of books and records of food processors includes
provisions that would simplify the legal procedure now
existing with reference fo the enforcement of the terms
and the provisions of the Packers and Stockyards Act of
1921, which is being enforced with great difficully at the
present time. I shall cite to you a recent example in a case
in the southern section of the United States resulting from
a complaint entered by the Secretary of Agriculture against
12 of the packing industries of this country. They placed
on the witness stand approximately 900 witnesses with
reference to that particular matter. It was perfectly obvi-
ous, from their testimony, that they were doing it with the
specific thought in mind of prolonging that case, thereby
defeating the purpose of the Secretary of Agriculture from
the standpoint of enforcing the provisions of the Packers
and Stockyards Act of 1921. I trust that after our deliber-
ations upon the pending bill, the Committee on Agriculture
and the House of Representatives will consider seriously bills
of a character such as I have described briefly today, with
reference to giving the Secretary of Agriculture access to
the books and-records of the packing interests of this coun-
fry as a permanent policy.

Furthermore, I trust such legislation along this line as
may be considered by the Committee on Agriculture will,
at the same time, simplify the legal procedure with reference
to the enforcement of the act of 1921 in order that we can
get some action with reference to the protecion of the
public that was intended to be afforded to them in that act.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment.
In line 7, page 49, strike out the words “ shall be guilty of.”

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair informs the gentleman from
Texas that a motion is already pending before the Com-
mittee.

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, something has been said
about our farmers having given up their rights by reason of
acts passed by Congress. Today in the United States I
believe farmers have more rights than anywhere else in the
world. In this country no farmer has given up any rights
under any bill Congress has passed except by his own voli-
tion, and every right any farmer has given up has been for
the benefit of all farmers as a class and, incidentally, for
the benefit of the people of the United States, because when-
ever you affect the interests of the farmer you affect the
interests of the people everywhere in our country.

In my mind I have just been comparing the rights of the
farmers in this country with the rights of the farmers in
Russia. In Russia they are told when to go to bed at night,
when to get up in the morning, what they shall do as to
farm work during the daytime, and how they shall do if,
what they shall do at night, what they shall do for recrea-
tion: and after they work hard all day, all week, all month,
and all year, most of the product of their industry is taken
from them by the Government.

In Russia today you will find hundreds of thousands of
farmers absolutely starving to death because their Govern-
ment has not left them enough food from the products of
their own labor to subsist upon.

Mr. HOEPPEL. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BLANTON. Has the gentleman something informa-
tive to give us on the subject of starving farmers in Russia?

Mr, HOEPPEL. Yes. I received a letter from a constitu-
ent of mine past 70 years of age. He and his aged wife have
just lost their home because the Home Owners’ Loan Corpo-
ration would not assist them. He must submit to an opera-
tion next month, and under our Democratic relief plan he
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receives insufficient subsistence and absolutely no meat. His
work order for 1 week included two cans of sardines.
Imagine a diet of this kind for an aged person who is to
submit to an operation!

Mr. BLANTON. Where is that?

Mr. HOEPPEL. In Los Angeles. I think we ought to pay
more attention to our own country, talk less about Russia,
and do more for the United States and for our own unfor-
tunate people.

Mr. BLANTON. I am talking about the American farmer
and his rights as compared with the rights of starving farm-
ers in Russia. I do not hesitate to discuss conditions in
Russia when Russian Communists have been trying to dis-
‘Tupt the American farmers of the United States.

I do not want to see a condition ever arise in this country
where the right of any farmer may be taken from him. I
do not want a condition ever to arise in the United States
where the Government of the United States may say to a
farmer what he shall do, and how he shall do it, and what
he shall not do, and where the Government may also say
to him: “ We will take from you most of the products of
your labor.”

I do not yield to the gentleman from California.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to proceed for 1 minute.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of
the gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. BLANTON. May 1 say to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia that one thing I did in this session of -Congress I am
proud of is my amendment that I got passed on the recent
Distriet appropriation bill that will prevent another dollar
of American money being paid to any teacher in Washington
who advocates or teaches communism in the schools in
Washington, which read as follows:

That hereafter no part of any appropriation for the public
schools shall be available for the payment of the salary of any
person teaching or advocating communism.

I got that amendment placed in the bill, and passed, and
it is permanent law. No Communist teacher in the schools
of Washington, or anybody else connected with our public
schools here advocating communism therein will ever be able
to get another dollar of salary out of the Federal Treasury.
[Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. GIFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I regret another word
seems necessary, but I want to parallel the words made
by my good friend the gentleman from Kansas. After all
-the testimony that has been introduced by our New England
Members in reference to the processing tax, I am sorry that
our words have not been accepted as facts. Should we have
cluttered up the Recorp with the letters and the statements
that we have received from our manufacturers? The New
England Council received scores of letters from manufac-
turers stating that they could not pass on this tax. There
was one case where the manufacturer testified that after
adding all the costs, in order to meet competition he could
add only exactly 43 percent of this tax.

Mr. HOPE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GIFFORD. 1 yield to the gentleman from Kansas.

Mr. HOPE. The gentleman will admit there has been a
great increase in the cost of cotton goods?

Mr. GIFFORD. Indeed we admit that.

Mr. HOPE. It has been handed on. There has been a
great increase in the retail price as well.

Mr. GIFFORD. It has not been handed on! The only
point I make is that the gentleman said we had adduced
no proof. The proof we have adduced is contained in pages
upon pages that have been submitted to the special Cabinet
committee. -

Mr. HOPE. The gentleman has not produced any proof
before the House.

Mr. GIFFORD. I cannot admit any such thing. We have
testified here personally day after day. We have scores of
letters on our desks which we could have put in the Recorp.
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These letters have been filed with the Cabinet officers. I do
not like the statement that we have not proven our case. 1
know, and the country knows, that we have proven our case.
We could pass on only a portion, and sometimes none, of the
processing tax in order to meet competition. The statement
is an unfair statement, especially from the very able Member
from Kansas, who is usually fair and considerate,

[Here the gavel fell.l

Mr. BEAM. Mr. Chairman, may I direct the attention of
the Chairman of the Agricultural Committee and his legal
adviser here to page 45, line 1, which states:

The provisions of this subsection shall not apply to (1) any over-
payment of tax which results from an error in the computation of
the tax, or (2) duplicate payments of any tax, or (3) any refund

or credit under subsection (a) or (c) of section 15 or under
section 17. '

In reference to the computation of the tax, I would like to
ascertain from the chairman if that does not also imply an
error in the ascertainments or computation of the tax? In
other words, suppose an error is made in computing the tax
rate. Is that section applicable to an error in computing the
tax rate?

Mr, JONES. I doubt whether that would be included. I
know what the gentleman is driving at. The trouble in con-
struing it to include that would be that there might be a dis-
pute over the elements which the Secretary considered in
making up the rates.

I think any purely mechanical error that might be made
in compiling the total tax——

Mr. BEAM. Or any mistake in determining the tax rate
applicable to that section would certainly come within the
meaning of the section.

Mr. JONES. If it were a mechanical mistake, it would
probably be included. An error of law would not be included,
because we do not want to put behind these taxes a contro-
versy over whether the Secretary should allow so much con-
sideration to this or so much to that, but if, in making up the
tax, he inadvertently used a wrong figure or made a mistake
in the compilation, I think such a mechanical or clerical
mistake would be included.

Mr. BEAM., I thank the gentleman.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. GIFrForp].

The amendment was rejected.

The Clerk read as follows:

Sec. 80, The Agricultural Adjustment Act, as amended, is

amended by inserting after section 21 the following:
** IMPORTS

“SEec. 22. (a) Whenever the President has reason to believe that
any one or more articles are being imported or are likely to be im-
ported into the United States under such conditions and in suffi-
cient quantities to render ineflective or materially interfere with
any program or operation undertaken under this title, he shall
cause an immediate investigation to be made by the United States
Tariff Commission, which shall give precedence to investigations
under this subsection, to determine such facts. Such investiga-
tion shall be made after such notice and hearing and subject to
such regulations as the President shall specify.

“(b) If, after such investigation and report to him of findings
and recommendations made in connection therewith, the Presi-
dent finds the existence of such facts, he shall by order direct
that the entry into the United States of such article or articles
shall, for such time as may be specified by him, be permitted sub-
ject to (1) such terms and conditions, (2) such limitations on
the total quantities thereof which may be imported, or (3) the
payment of such compensating taxes as he finds necessary to pre-
scribe in order that the entry of such article or articles will not
render or tend to render ineffective or materially Interfere with
such program or operation undertaken under this title. Any com-
pensating tax imposed under this section shall be in addition to
any tax imposed under section 15 (e) and the provisions of such
section shall apply thereto,

“(ec) Any decision of the President as to facts under this section
shall be final.

“(d) Upon information of any order of the President under sub-
section (b), the Secretary of the Treasury shall permit entry of
any article or articles specified therein only in conformity with
such order.

“{e) After investigation, report, and finding in the manner pro-
vided in the case of an original order, any order or provision thereof
may be nded or revoked by the President whenever he finds
that the circumstances requiring the order or provision no lenger
exist, or may be modified by the President whenever he finds that
changed circumstances require such modification to carry out the
provisions of this section.”
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Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Crawrord: On page 49, strike out
lines 15 to 25 inclusive, and on page 50, strike out lines 1 to 17
inclusive, and insert in lieu thereof the following:

“Sec. 22. (a) In order to put into force and effect the policy
of Congress by this act intended. the United States Tariff Commls-
sion (1) upon the request of the President, or (2) upon resolution
of either or both Houses of Congress, or (3) upon its own motion,
or (4) when in the judgment of the Commission there is good and
sufficient reason therefor, upon application of any interested party,
ghall investigate and find upon such investigation that any one
or more articles are being imported or are likely to be imported
into the United States under such conditions and in sufficient
quantites to render ineffective or materially interfere with any
program or operation undertaken by this title, the sald United
States Tariffi Commission shall certify its findings to the President.
Such investigation shall take precedence over any investigation
authorized by any previous act of Congress.

“(b) Upon the receipt by the President of such certificate issued
by the aforesaid Commission, the President shall by order direct
that the entry into the United States of such article or articles
shall, for such a time as may be specified by him, bg permitted
subject to (1) such terms and conditions, (2) such lmita-
tions on the total quantities thereof which may be imported,
or (3) the payment of such compensating taxes as he finds
necessary to prescribe in order that the entry of such article will
not render or tend to render ineffective or materially interfere
with such program or operations undertaken under this title.
Any compensating tax under this section shall be in addition to
any tax imposed under section 15 (e) and the provisions shall
apply thereto.”

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that all debate on this section and all amendments thereto
close in 20 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of
the gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, every Member of this
House knows the concern there is throughout the country
today, particularly in the farming sections, caused by the
importation of foreign-produced farm goods coming into
this country at a time when, through one means or another,
the production of farm goods is being held down and acreage
is being retired in the United States.

I think, perhaps, if this one objection to the triple A was
eliminated there would be a great deal more satisfaction
than at the present time. This would remove a great many
of the complaints which people have against the triple A;
but so long as we do decrease production in this country
and at the same time bring in these staggering imports from
other parts of the world, there will be a tremendous amount
of justifiable opposition to the operations of the Agricultural
Adjustment Act.

Section 320, as set forth in this bill, in my opinion, has
three very distinctly weak provisions.

One is that when the President has to arrive at such a
decision he will have pressure from the reciprocal trade
agreement countries pushing on one side and pressure from
the producers of such goods in this country pushing on the
other, and as between these two forces he must have a reason.

The second point is that the United States Tariff Com-
mission, which is supposed to be a nonpartisan commission,
and which is supposed to have power to act without oper-
ating under duress or restraint imposed by the President, as
set forth in the recent decision of the Supreme Court in the
Humphrey case, must as set forth here carry on the investi-
gation under such regulations as the President shall specify.
I think therein is a very weak part of this section, and I
think it imposes a responsibility on the President which he
should not be forced to carry.

_ I believe this will subject the President to tremendous criti-
cism, and I do not see how he can satisfactorily administer
this particular section if he is to set forth the regulations
under which the Tariff Commission is to act.

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRAWFORD. 1 yield.

Mr. BOILEAU. I may suggest to the gentleman that the
reason for that is to facilitate matters, it being felt by those
who proposed this amendment that if the Tariff Commission
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operated under their usual methods it would take too long,
and therefore the desired results would not be accomplished.

Mr. CRAWFORD. In answer to that statement, I may say
that my amendment provides that such an investigation as
would come about through this section would take preced-
ence over any other investigation authorized by any pre-
vious act of Congress. This would leave the Tariff Commis-
sion free to act and carry on its investigation and determine
the facts and certify these facts without any pressure from
the President.

The third point I wish to bring out with reference to sec-
tion 30 is that the decision of the President as to the facts
under this section shall be final. Let the Tariff Commission
determine the facts. Let it be an impartial investigation.
Let Congress—either or both Houses have the right to ini-
tiate these highly important investigations in these peculiar
times of crop reduction when so many people are going
hungry—initiate the investigation by passing resolutions to
the effect that the Commission shall make them and certify
the facts to the President for prompt action. Let those who
are being driven out of production, whether it be the proc-
essor or the farmer, have the right to appeal to the Tariff
Commission to proceed with an investigation for a deter-
mination of the facts. Let the Tariff Commission have the
right, under its own motion, to make an investigation if it
feels that a sufficient quantity of goods are coming in to
defeat the intent of Congress as set forth under the pro-
visions of this act. Finally, let there be impartial investiga-
tions, nonpartisan investigations, which are the only kind
the Commission should make. The Supreme Court has held
that the Chief Executive shall not discharge members of the
Tariff Commission simply because they do not agree with
the tariff and trade policies of the President. Yet if we leave
section 30 of the bill as it is now presented to us, we provide
a means whereby the President can circumvent the Supreme
Court decision and even issue the regulations whereby and
whereunder the Commission shall be forced to act. That is
not fair to the farm people of this country who are cooperat-
ing with the administration in this reduction program. 1t is
not fair to the American people who contribute money in
the form of processing taxes all to the end benefit payments
may be made for the reduction of the production of food,
clothing, and shelter. The enactment of such a provision
in this bill, which purports to be in the interest of the
American farmer, cannot be justified or successfully de-
fended. Mr. Chairman, I hope the chairman of the com-
mittee will accept this amendment. [Applause.]

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposi-
tion to the amendment. I ask unanimous consent to revise
gnd extend my remarks and to include therein some official

gures.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chairman, I believe that no
person who loves individual liberty can examine the provi-
sions of H. R. 8492—the purpose of which is to vest larger
powers of regimentation in the Secretary of Agriculture than
he now has under the Agricultural Adjustment Act—without
a feeling of apprehension as to the wisdom of the proposed
measure.

Almost every section and paragraph of the bill reeks with
arbitrary regulations, licenses, pains, forfeitures, fines, and
penalties. The poison in these legislative pills is sugarcoated
with promises of bonuses, subventions, and a more abun-
dant life to make them palatable until the drug has time to
paralyze the victim.

The arbitrary powers under the A. A. A. sought to be
vested in the Secretary of Agriculture and the still greater
powers the amendments seek to confer upon him invite atten-
tion to the record of the official who is to wield these powers.
The inflammatory character of the speeches, the propaganda
machinery set in motion to mobilize the hatred of class
against class by the official who is to administer such arbi-
trary and sweeping powers under the A. A. A. and under the
amendments here proposed ought not to be ignored by those
who legislate.
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ScaepuLE No. 31—Continued
Rental and benefit payments, Apr. 30, 1935—Continued

County Total Wheat Tobacco Corn hogs
NEW YORE—continued
linton 1,016. 42 $1,016. 4
¢ ss. 908. 50 6, 619. 03
557.20 557.20
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221111 221111
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934.79 §34.79
3, 050. 56 3, 050. 55
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9,312. 54 3,202.75
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384, 519.82 250, 438. 67

Mr. MOTT. Mr. Chairman, I present a substitute for the
amendment of the gentleman from Michigan.

The Clerk read as follows:

Pa, 51, line 4, after the word *“section”, insert: *“Pro-
vid.edg,e however, That whenever the BSecretary of Agriculture
shall find that a surplus of any agricultural product or prod-
ucts exists in the United States he shall so certify to the Presi-
dent, and thereupon the President shall by order direct that no
such product or products shall be imported into the United States
so long as such surplus exists. Such order may be suspended or
revoked by the President upon certification b;: the Secretary of
Agriculture that such surplus no longer exists.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will say to the gentleman
that he does not think that that is a substitute for the pend-
ing amendment, but is an amendment to the section.

Mr. MOTT. Very well. I will offer it as an amendment
to the section.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is so plain and simple
that I feel that it explains itself.

Mr. ANDRESEN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. MOTT. I am sorry I cannot yield, but I have only
3 minutes. This amendment leaves section 30 as it is. The
discretionary authority granted the President by section 30
is still there if he wants to use it. Gentlemen who think the
President will use that discretion or authority ought to be
satisfied on that score, because this amendment does not
interfere with it.

This amendment, however, goes on and says that when-
ever the Secretary of Agriculture finds that there is a sur-
plus in any agricultural commodity in the United States he
shall certify that fact to the President, and the President
thereupon shall by order prohibit the importation of that
commodity into the United States so long as that surplus
exists.

Now, many gentlemen on both sides of the aisle have
stated at various times that they want regulation that will
keep foreign agricultural products out of this country alto-
gether when our own farmers are producing more of those
commodities than they can sell. I speak to the Republicans
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who time after time have expressed their opinion on that
point. If they want tariff protection that will really pro-
tect, if they want regulation that will effectively give the
American market to American farmers, let them vote for my
amendment. Gentlemen who believe that agricultural com-
modities in this country of which we produce a surplus
should be protected entirely from foreign importations,
should vote for this amendment, whether they be Democrais
or Republicans. [Applause.] :

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, I have an amendment which I
send to the desk.

The CHAIRMAN. Is it an amendment to the pending
amendment?

Mr. HULL. No; it is an amendment to the section.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair asks the gentleman to with-
hold his amendment until the pending amendment is dis-
posed of. The guestion is on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. CRAWFORD].

Mr. JONES. Mr, Chairman, just a word on that. I hope
the House will vote down these amendments. This is a very
fine provision as it stands now, under which something may
be accomplished. It is not customary in legislation to give
directions to the Chief Executive. I think we would be in
danger of losing the whole power if the wishes of these gen-
tlemen who want to make it different should prevail. They
are somewhat in the position of the dog in ZEsop’s Fables.
Having a piece of meat in his mouth, he saw the shadow of
it in the water, and grabbed for what he thought was the
better piece of meat and lost it all. This is a good provision
if adopted and it can be made very effective. I hope the
House will vote down the amendments.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Michigan.

The question was taken; and there were on a division
(demanded by Mr. MarTIN of Massachusetts)—ayes 51, noes
111.

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. MOTT. Mr. Chairman, I offer my amendment at this
point.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Oregon offers an
amendment which the Clerk will again report.

The Clerk again reported the Mott amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentlemen from Oregon.

The question was taken; and there were on a division
(demanded by Mr. MorT) —ayes 52, noes 110.

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. WITHROW. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following
amendment which I send to the desk and ask to have read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. WitHROW: Page 49, line 20, after the
comma, insert the following, “or if the domestic price is below
the fair exchange value.”

Mr. WITHROW. Mr. Chairman, I am deeply concerned
with the welfare of the dairy farmer because the welfare of
the State of Wisconsin is largely dependent on the welfare
of our dairy industry. For the past several years dairy
farmers have suffered ceverely because they have been un-
able to secure a parity price for dairy products. It is true
that during the past several months prices paid to farmers
for dairy products have increased, but the farm prices are
still below parity and it is obvious that dairy farmers, al-
ready faced with bankruptcy, cannot continue indefinitely
with prices which do not cover the cost of production.

Because of this very serious situation many representa-
tives of the dairy farmer have come to Washington during
the past year to ask that something be done to relieve the
dairy farmer. These representatives of the dairy farmers,
together with various Members of the House have presented
their case before numerous agencies of the Government, only
to find that a deaf ear has been turned to their pleas.

The improvement in dairy prices which has occurred has
been almost entirely the result of weather conditions and the
operations of nature rather than the result of any activity
on the part of the various agencies of the Federal Govern-
ment.
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One of the most urgent requests which has been made by
the dairy farmers is that they be protected from the com-
petition of foreign imports. At this point let me say that
while the activities of the A. A. A. have not helped dairy
farmers, they have very materially increased the cost of
supplies which dairy farmers must buy and have therefore
actually increased the cost of production of dairy products.
This fact makes it even more important that protection be
afforded against foreign imports.

Despite the fact that butter is now being imported into
this country at a price below the domestic cost of production,
representatives of the dairy farmers found that the Presi-
dent was unwilling to utilize his power to increase the tariff
on butter. I believe that the committee is sincere in its
desire to protect our domestic dairy farmers from low-cost
foreign imports, and I know that it is the intention of Con-
gress to promote the welfare of our domestic dairy farmers.
I do not believe, however, that we will accomplish this pur-
pose by enacting the permissive provisions contained in
this bill. It is true that these provisions might work to
the advantage of dairy farmers if we could be assured that
they would be properly and sympathetically administered,
but our experience has been that it has been impossible to
secure action under previous permissive legislation very simi-
lar to that contained in the commitiee amendment and I
am not optimistic enough to believe that a mere reenact-
ment of what is virtually the present law, will materially
benefit dairy farmers.

I am therefore proposing an amendment which makes it
mandatory that the President shall take action to prevent
importations whenever the domestic price of any farm prod-
uct falls below a fair exchange value.

My amendment would apply not only to butter but to
other dairy products as well and includes all other agricul-
tural products which enter into competition with dairy
products.

During the first 2 months of this year the importation
of butter into this country has increased more than 20
times over importation during a similar period last year.
This rapidly increasing volume of importation, together
with the fact that we are approaching the peak of our do-
mestic production season, makes it imperative that action
be taken immediately if we are to protect our domestic dairy
farmer and the domestic butter market.

It is imperative that action be taken to assure to farmers
a parity price for dairy products. I realize that protection
from foreign competition alone will not accomplish this pur-
pose, but it is certain that without effective protection from
foreign competition, such as would be provided by my
amendment, it will never be possible to establish or main-
tain a parity price in this country.

At this point I ask unanimous consent to insert a table
which has been prepared by the Department of Agriculture
showing the prices which were actually paid to farmers and
the prices farmers should have received during the same
period in order to give them a parity price. A comparison
of these two prices will show you that farmers have been
selling every pound of butterfat at an actual loss; that
farmers have been forced to sell their product at a price
below the actual cost of production.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Wisconsin?

There was no objection.

Parity prices for buiterfat and average prices actually paid to
farmers, adjusted to seasonal, by months

Parity 30‘“181
prices | GVSTHED
butterfat | farm price

per pound butterfat
per po
2.7 %.7
43.3 20.0
431 30.2
418 28.4
41.3 28.6
40.4 2.1
40.7 20.4
417 30.8
43.7 L7

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

JUNE 18

Parity prices for butterfat and average prices actually paid to
farmers, adjusted to seasonal, by months—Continued
Actual

Pfﬂg average

bgtwr!at farm priea

butterfat

per pound per pound
1934—October 4.9 n.7
November. 45.6 33.0
G N A S R L e, 46.2 3.9
1935—January._ . I 46.3 36,9
February ! 46.3 40.4

1 Latest figure available.
wm prepared by Bureau of Agricultural Economics, U. 8. Department of Agri-

Mr. WITHROW. There is no justice, gentlemen, in per-
mitting the importation of dairy products when such im-
portation drives into bankruptcy one of the principal
branches of our agricultural industry, the dairy farmers.

If we are sincere in our desire to benefit the dairy farmers,
then let us do it effectively by the method which is proposed
by the amendment which I have introduced. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Wis-
consin has expired.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, if that amendment were
adopted, we would have the President investigating so much
all of the time that he would not have time to take action,
because he would have to investigate every time the price of
a commodity went below parity.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Wisconsin.

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend-
ment, which I send to the desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HuLn: Page 50, line 15, after the
word " thereto”, insert a comma and the words “and shall be
not less than the difference between the cost of production in any
foreign country and the cost of production in this country.”

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, the purpose of this amend-
ment is to provide that the compensating fax which the
President may levy under subsection (b) of this section can-
not be less than the difference between the cost of production
in our country and the cost of production in any foreign
country.

Some 5 years ago there was presented to the Tariff Com-
mission on behalf of Wisconsin dairymen a petition for a
revision of the tariff and investigation of the cost of produc-
tion at home and abroad. That petition is still unacted
upon,

Mr. HOPE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HULL. I yield.

Mr. HOPE. Does not the gentleman think that that re-
quirement will necessarily slow up any action, because it will
require the Tariff Commission to make studies abroad, and
it would delay action to such an exfent as to make it
ineffective?

Mr. HULL. Oh, they have compiled much information on
this same question. They have issued reports on it. All I
am asking is that we in the Northwest may have that kind of
protection which we need against the introduction of dairy
products from countries like the Argentine, New Zealand, and
Australia.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Wis=
consin [Mr. HurL] has expired.

All time has expired.

The question is on the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Wisconsin.

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. WITHROW. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. WiTHrow: On page 51, line 4, strike
out the period, insert a colon and the following: “ Provided, That
no importation of any dairy product or other agricultural product
which enters into competition with any dairy product shall be
permitted unless application is made to the President. Upon re-
ceipt of such application for permit to import a d product or

other agricultural product which enters into competition with any
dairy product the President may issue a permit for such lmporta-
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tion if he finds that such importation will not render the domestic
dairy program or policy ineffective or materially ineffective. Viola-
tion of this provision by any person or corporation shall be punish-
able by a fine not to exceed $10,000 for each offense. This provision
shall not be construed to prevent the levying of a tax on any dairy
product or other agricultural product which enters into competi-
tion with any dairy product upon which permit to import has been
granted by the President.”

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Wisconsin.

The amendment was rejected.

The Clerk read as follows:

Sec. 31. There is authorized to be appropriated for each fiscal
year an amount equal to 30 percent of the gross receipts from duties
collected under the customs laws during the period January 1 fo
December 31, both inclusive, preceding the beginning of such fiscal
year. Sums appropriated in pursuance of such authorization shall
be maintained in a separate fund and shall be used by the Secre-
tary of Agriculture only to: (1) Encourage the exportation of major
agricultural commodities and products thereof by the payment of
benefits in connection with the exportation thereof or of indemni-
ties for losses incurred in connection with such exportation, (2)
encourage the domestic consumption of such commodities or prod-
ucts by diverting them, by the payment of benefits or indemnities
or by other means, from the normal channels of trade and com-
merce; (3) purchase or lease, on behalf of the United States, sub-
marginal agricultural and grazing lands; and (4) finance adjust-
ments in the quantity planted or produced for market of agricul-
tural commodities. The amounts appropriated In pursuance of
this section shall be expended for such of the above-specified pur-
poses, and at such times, in such manner, and in such amounts as
the Secretary of Agriculture finds will tend to eliminate unprofit-
able agricultural and grazing lands, bring about the utilization of
only such lands as can be profitably utilized, increase the exporta-
tion of agricultural commeodities and products thereof, and increase
the domestic consumption of agricultural commodities and prod-
ucts thereof: Provided, That no part of the funds authorized to be
appropriated by this section shall be expended pursuant to (3) or
(4) hereof unless the Secretary of Agriculture determines that the
expenditure of such part pursuant to clauses (1) and (2) is not
necessary to effectuate the purposes of this section.

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the
last word.

Mr. JONES. Mr, Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
all debate on this section close in 6 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. Chairman, I want to call to the at-
tention of the House the great need of assisting in the ex-
portation of domestic wheat and wheat flour. The wheat
harvest is now on, and the cash wheat market has dropped
nearly 25 cents per bushel in the last 60 days. When the
reciprocal trade agreement law was enacted last spring our
people had great hopes that agreements would be negotiated
with other countries, particularly with those that have been
good markets for our wheat flour, which would permit mills
and wheat growers in the United States to recover a sub-
stantial portion of the business they have lost since 1929,
but instead of relief, here is what has happened: In every
reciprocal trade agreement so far concluded wheat flour
milled in bond has been classed as a United States product.
This flour, milled from Canadian wheat, which has not paid
the 42 cents per bushel duty, was used as a United States
product because it was a product of industry. The State
Department has been willing to accept this wheat flour in
these agreements as though it were manufactured from
wheat produced in the United States.

From January 1 to April 1, 1935, exports of flour amounted
to 199,355 bushels of wheat, of which 30,668 bushels were
milled wholly from United States wheat, and 168,687 bushels
were milled from other wheat; or, in other words, 85 percent
of our flour exports was from wheat milled in bond fur-
nished by Canada. Trade agreements have been concluded
with Belgium, Brazil, and Haiti, but no concessions in the
duties on wheat or wheat flour were obtained in any of the
agreements.

It is unfortunate that under our present laws flour milled
in bond from imported wheat when exported from other
nations is treated by our Government the same as flour
milled from wheat grown in the United States. This is due
to the language that appears in the trade-agreement law
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and also in the various trade agreements which have been
negotiated.

This question was recently brought to the attention of
wheat growers and millers when our reciprocal trade agree-
ment was entered into with Haiti. Haiti has a law which
doubles the import duty on articles imported from nations
which purchase less than 1 percent of the Haitian exports
during a 2-year period. Canada. buying less than 1 percent
of the Haitian exports, found its flour with 100-percent in-
crease in duty, but flour milled in bond at Buffalo from
imported wheat was held by our State Department to be
entitled to the duty allowed United States flour, which en-
joyed the regular basis. Many of us had the question up
with the State Department, trying to get them to hold that
bonded flour should not be entitled to greater privileges than
Canadian flour, since such flour, if raised in the United
States, would have to pay a duty to our Government, but the
State Department turned us down.

The millers are greatly concerned because they feel mno
reduction of any consequence will be secured in any of the
reciprocal trade agreements, Likewise the wheat producers
are seriously disturbed because they are getting no relief
through the trade agreements. Some months ago an agree-
ment with Cuba was concluded and this contains substan-
tial concessions on the import duty on wheat flour and
naturally the millers and wheat growers believe other simi-
lar agreements should be developed.

The total flour exports from the United States have de-
clined from 13,663,000 barrels in 1929 to 4,165,000 barrels in
1934. The flour exports milled from wheat grown in the
United States have declined from 10,644,000 barrels to 1,793,-
000 barrels in 1934. This shows a startling decline in this
period. In 1929 only 22 percent of our flour exports from
the United States were milled in bond from Canadian wheat,
but in 1934, 57 percent of our total flour exports were milled
in bond. I want to call attention to the serious reduction in
wheat exports to various countries.

Formerly the Netherlands and the United Kingdom were
our best markets. In 1930 we exported 1,473,000 barrels of
flour to the Netherlands, but in 1934 only 81,000 barrels.
Our flour exports to the United Kingdom in 1930 amounted
to 1,536,000 barrels, and only 66,000 barrels in 1934. For
many years Brazil was one of the important markets for
flour produced in the United States. In 1930 our flour
exports to Brazil amounted fo 849,000 barrels; in 1934 they
were 160,000 barrels. Our flour exports to Denmark in 1930
amounted to 571,000 barrels, but in 1934 we exported only
33,000 barrels. In 1930 we exported 350,000 barrels to Nor-
way, and in 1934, 147,000 barrels. Finland imported 375,000
barrels from the United States in 1930 and only 14,000 bar-
rels in 1934, These examples are metely typical of the
fearful decline in our flour exports. This constant decline in
the flour production means a corresponding decline in the
volume of wheat required for milling purposes.

In 1929 approximately 529,000,000 bushels of wheat were
used in the production of flour. By 1934 the amount of
wheat consumed in the production of flour declined to
447,000,000 bushels, representing a milling loss of more than
82,000,000 bushels of wheat.

As a representative of one of the great wheat-producing
districts of the United States, I want to protest the use of
wheat flour milled in bond from Canadian wheat as a United
States product in making reciprocal trade agreements. With
the passage of this act it is my hope that the State Depart-
ment will try and secure tariff concessions in order that
wheat growers of the United States might receive some bene-
fits from reciprocal trade agreements. [Applause.]

Mr. SAUTHOFF. Mr, Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. SauTHOFF: Page 51, line 23, after the
word “ commeodities” and the period, add the following: “ None
of the lands affected under the provisions of section 31 shall be
used for creating any agricultural product within the purview of
this act.”

Mr, SAUTHOFF. Mr. Chairman, my purpose in offering
that amendment is this, that no producer shall receive pay
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from the Government for taking his acreage out of produc-
tion and shall then be permitted to transfer it into pastur-
age on which he can raise sheep, beef cattle, or milk cows,
and go into the dairy business. For that purpose, inasmuch
as he is paid to take that acreage out of production, in
fairness to the other farmers of the Nation he ought not
be allowed to go into competition with them.

" The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr, SavTHOFF] has expired.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I do not think that would
accomplish the purpose. That is covered by the main fea-
tures of the Agricultural Act.

The CHATIRMAN. All fime has expired.

The question is on the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Wisconsin [Mr. SAUTHOFF].

The amendment was rejected.

The Clerk concluded the reading of the bill.

Mr. PETERSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. PerersoN of Georgia moves to amend H. R. 8492 by adding
new sections at the end of section 33, as follows:

“Sec. 34. The Secretary of the Interior, through the General
Land Office, is hereby authorized—

“{a) To purchase any and/or all obligations secured by liens on
farm lands, paying for the same an amount not exceeding the
normal value of such lands plus the useful value of buildings and
improvements thereon.

“(b) To settle and liquidate all obligations acquired under this
act where the is still in possession of such lands and
where the total normal value of the lands plus the useful value
of the buildings and improvements thereon exceeds the total en-
cumbrances thereon, in the following manner: The mortgagor
ghall be permitted to retain of the m lands, free of any
such obligation, an amount of the land involved which will equal
in value to the difference between (1) the total normal value of
the total lands encumbered plus the useful value of buildings
and improvements thereon and (2) the total amount of the en-
cumbrances. Such settlement shall be made in such manner as
will vest in the General Land Office fee-simple title and possession
to the remainder of such lands.

“(¢) To recognize the right of every mortgagor to carry out the
provisions of his obligation, and upon receipt from such mortgagor
of complete payment of his obligation and satisfaction of indebted-
ness according to the terms of his contract, to cancel such obliga-
tion and convey it back to the mortgagor.

“S8ec. 35. The Secretary of the Interior is hereby authorized to
purchase fee-simple title to any and/or all farm lands held by the
mortgagee or lienholder under a foreclosure concluded after Janu-
ary 1, 1920, paying for the same an amount not exceeding the
normal value of such lands plus the useful yalue of buildings and
improvements thereon and not exceeding the amount of indebted-
ness under the mortgage or other lien at the time of foreclosure.

“Sec. 36. The Secretary of the Interlor is authorized and
directed—

“(a) To make all lands coming Into possession of the General

Office under this act a part of the public domain.

“{b) To classify all lands in the public domain according to
their fertility, adaptability, and usefulness for farm purposes.

*(e) To withhold and retain from private ownership all the
public domain not suited for farm purposes.

“(d) To divide all pubuc lands suitable for farm purposes into
tracts, to be known as * homesteads ’, of suitable size for the support
of a family of average size under normal conditions, taking into
consideration the fertility of the sofil and general farm conditions
end requirements in the section where said lands are located in
determining the size of such tracts.

“8rc. 37. The BSecretary of the Intarior through the General
Land Office, is hereby authorized and directed to grant home-
steads provided for in this act to any person who is the head aof a
family, subject to the following terms and conditions:

“(a) The applicant must have met the requirements
of the homestead acts now in forece, not inconsistent with this act,
before homestead under this act may be granted.

“{b) Preference must be given to farm families living on farms
at the time this act goes into effect—a prior right in
living on encumbered lands at the time of liquidation of indebted-
ness to acquire homestead within the bounds of said encumbered
lands shall be recognized as a fundamental policy of this act.

“ Sec. 38. (a) Homestead grants shall include only the rights of
possession and use of the lands included in such homestead tract,
but such rights shall be just as full and complete as though the
lands were held under fee simple title.

“{b) The BSecretary of the Interior shall provide regulations
whereby homestead grants provided for in this act may be
exchanged.

“(e) No person shall be permitted, at any given time, to have
title to more than one homestead tract under this act.

“(d) No person who is the owner of farm land shall be granted
8 homestead under this act.
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“(e) Authority to sell, encumber, or in any manner make such.
homestead tract subject to any debt shall not be granted and is
hereby prohibited as a fundamental policy of this act, and any
mrciseuto:attempttoemctsamsuchpowermhereby declared
to be void and of no legal effect.

“(f) Homestead grants, under this act, shall be free except that
& nominal registration fee of not exceeding $10 may be charged.

“Bec. 89. (a) The laws, including those relating to taxation, of
any State or political subdivision in which any lands coming into
the on of the Secretary of the Interlor under the terms
of this act are situated shall apply in the case of such lands in
the same manner and to the same extent as such laws apply in
the case of privately owned lands.

“(b) Upon failure of any owner of homestead grant under this
act to meet all such obligations on the lands held under such
homestead grant, his rights under said grant shall be forfeited
and shall revert to the General Land Office, and said Office shall
have power to eject the owner from possession and repossess such
lands, them again eligible for entry by other qualified
applicants under this act.

“Bec. 40. There is hereby authorized to be eppropriated, from
ﬂ.metoﬂma.suchsumsumaybenmwcsrryoutthe
provisions and intent of this act.”

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order
against the amendment that it is not germane to the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Georgia de-
sire to be heard on the point of order?

Mr. PETERSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, this amend-
ment provides that the farmers, the actual farmers them-
selves, shall be permitted to enjoy the greatest possible
benefits from the other portions of this act or from other
similar acts passed by Congress. In my opinion, the amend-
ment is germane to the legislation now before us, because it
is in strict harmony with the purpose of the act.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is familiar with the wording
of the amendment. While there may be some relationship
between the purposes of the amendment and the bill, they
are not so close as to make the amendment germane. The
pending bill is a production-control measure, whereas the
amendment offered by the gentleman from Georgia deals
with an entirely different subject matter.

The amendment is clearly subject to the point of order,
and the Chair sustains the point of order.

Mr. UTTERBACEK. Mr, Chairman, I move to strike out
the last word.

Mr. JONES. Mr, Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
all debate on this section and all amendments therefo do
close in 5 minutes.

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection,

Mr, UTTERBACK. Mr. Chairman, this session of Con-
gress has had before it many bills of great importance to
the people of the entire Nation, but no bill that has been
before this Congress up to the present hour is of greater
importance, not only to the people of the agricultural dis-
tricts of this country but to the people of the entire Nation,
than the pending bill amending the Agricultural Adjust-
ment Act.

This bill is important because our agricultural interests
want and need the extension of the benefits of the agricul-
tural adjustment program. This bill is important to those
representing industrial districts for the simple reason that
industry in this Nation cannot prosper, cannot recover, un-
less the agricultural interests of this counfry likewise
Prosper.

Two years and a half ago I saw corn shoveled into the
furnaces and stoves of homes and public buildings in the
State of Iowa—corn that had been offered for sale or had
been sold at 10 cents and less per bushel. Farmers who re-
ceive such prices for the things they raise and produce can
never purchase the things that are produced by industry and
labor. It seems to me self-evident, therefore, that if we are
to have industrial recovery, we must have agricultural re-
covery. On the other hand, if we are to have agricultural
recovery in this couniry we must have industrial recovery.
The farmer cannot sell the things he produces and receive
therefor a reasonable price unless labor is employed, unless
business is receiving a fair and just income upon the amount
of money honestly and prudently invested in that business.
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So, Mr. Chairman, I hope no Member of any agricultural
area and no Member of any industrial area will vote against
this hill.

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. UTTERBACEK. 1 yield.

Mr. SABATH. It is the opinion of the gentleman, I take
it—and I know he has given a great deal of thought and
study to this problem and to this legislation—that it will be
legislation not only in the interest of the farmer but in the
interest of commerce, in the interest of labor, and in the
interest of the entire Nation?

Mr. UTTERBACK. That is my judgment and opinion.

Mr. SABATH. After thorough study and consideration of
the subject matter?

Mr. UTTERBACEK. Yes,

The CHATRMAN, All time has expired. Under the rule,
the Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and the Speaker having
resumed the chair, Mr. Cox, Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that
that Committee, having had under consideration the bill
(H. R. 8492) to amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act, and
for other purposes, pursuant to House Resolution 230, he re-
ported the same back to the House with sundry amendments.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the previous question is
ordered.

Is a separate vote demanded upon any amendment? If
not, the Chair will put them en gros.

The amendments were agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time,
and was read the third time.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by
Mr, MarTiN of Massachusetts) there were—ayes 168, noes 52.

So the bill was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid the table.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS—H. R. 8492

Mr. EICHER. Mr. Speaker, at the outset of my remarks
let me state unequivocally that I shall vote for the pending
bill, Its provisions fall short, in my judgment, of laying
down a program for agriculture that is economically sound,
permanently workable, and thoroughly in the national in-
terest. Serious danger also exists that its processing tax
framework may not pass the inspection of the Supreme Court
when the test of Federal power under the interstate com-
merce clause and the taxing authority of the Constitution
is applied. Because of these doubts, and also because reduced
production is progressively reducing our foreign trade and
making more acute our unemployment and many other na-
tional problems, I have long been urging the adoption of
amendments that will substitute cost of production for parity
in determining the minimum return to the agricultural pro-
ducer for those products consumed at home, and such lower
price for exports as will move our surplus on the world
markets.

However, until these sounder provisions find a place on
our statute books I shall support the processing tax be-
cause it is the farmer’s tariff, hoping always that we may
have the foresight to place our economic and constitutional
house on a surer foundation before our Court of last resort
brings it crashing about our ears.

In the confident hope that my researches will contribute
something of value to congressional and public thought on
this problem of all national problems, I am setting forth
(1) a legal study of the processing tax versus cost of pro-
duction in the light of recent Supreme Court decisions, and
(2) a summarized and also a detailed explanation of the
amendments to the Agricultural Adjustment Act that are
suggested in my bill, H. R, 5580, and (3) a reprint of my
bill in full, amended in several particulars to meet fully and
squarely the constitutional discussion contained in the re-
cent N. R. A. decision of the Supreme Court (the Schechter
case).

I

Keeping in view the doubts that the Schechter decision

has cast upon A. A. A’s framework, it is my purpose to
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present herein a synopsis of the vital amendments to A. A. A.
that H. R. 5580 proposes, and to demonstrate the unques-
tionably sound economic and constitutional foundation that,
with their adoption, would then underlie the administra-
tion’s entire farm program:

It will leave unrepealed all of the A. A. A. except its parity
provisions and for them substitute the minimum cost of
production price for the domestic consumption percentage
of all farm commodities.

It will make mandatory, under penalty, the payment to
producers of not less than the minimum domestic price for
the domestic consumption percentage of each delivery in
interstate commerce, and the issuance of receipts to pro-
ducers for the export percentage of each delivery—the cash-
ing of their receipts to await disposal of such exportable
surplus on the world market by a Government export
agency.

It is estimated that 90 percent of domestic consumption
of staple agricultural products moves in interstate commerce
between production and consumption, wherefore the small,
uncontrolled intrastate market will inevitably be upheld to
the preponderant federally maintained minimum. The
State is to the Nation like the Nation is to the world. It is
easy to keep our domestic market price up to the world
market price, but not so easy to keep the world price up to
our own desired level, as we have found to our sorrow,

Congressional authority to decree minimum—cost of
production, fair competition—prices for agricultural prod-
ucts moving to their markets through interstate channels
is amply sustained by the decisions hereinafter digested.
The Schechter case defines the termination of interstate
commerce. Also, it throws doubt on the Federal power to
control production, either by compulsion or by inducement
through taxation-raised benefits; this for the reason that
such activities precede the beginning of interstate com-
merce. Under H. R. 5580 the first and only impingement of
Federal power occurs when the producer starts the specific
commodity into the “flow”, the “current”, of interstate
commerce.

The Government's control over the allocation of domestic
consumption percentages remains flexible, adjustable, even
to the point of proclaiming production limitation of a par-
ticular crop when deemed necessary, the inducement to
comply being not by benefits but by requiring the accept-
ance of more world-market receipts by noncomplying
producers.

Manufacturing exporters, notably of textiles, can recover
their lost foreign markets for finished goods by buying their
raw materials from the Government export agency at a low
enough price to enable them to do so, the deficit, if any,
below the world price, resulting to the producers, to be made
up by a processing tax on the particular commodity. This
tax will be very small as compared with the present rate,
and, because levied on the subject of, and for the purpose
of furthering interstate and foreign commerce, will be un-
questioned as to validity. There can be on it no shadow of
suspicion that it is used as a mere subterfuge to make
possible the exercise of an otherwise nonexistent Federal
power.

It is definitely demonstrable that the A. A. A, with its
existing machinery, can accurately ascertain uniformly ap-
plicable average production costs on average farms over
5-year periods that will be scientific and equitable and
practically workable. For example, using the accepted prac-
tices of industry as a yardstick, it is true and can be estab-
lished that over a 5-year period, reckoning the average farm
as a business unit, the difference in cost of raising a bushel
of corn on the average 158-acre Iowa farm and on the
average 450-acre North Dakota farm will be less than 1 cent
per bushel.

“Dumping " will in no sense occur; rather, through the
Government surplus export agency the revival of world
trade can be accelerated by processes of orderly marketing
and bargaining, Price will move our agricultural products
again into foreign consumption just as the Webb Act of
1918 legalized sales, below cost, of industrial goods abroad.
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Fifteen years ago the net world trade of American agricul-
ture and American industry was substantially equal. Now
American agriculture has a heavily unfavorable balance of
world trade, whereas American industry holds a heavily
favorable balance.

' In approaching the study of the decisions, let it be borne
in mind that under these amendatory provisions fo the
A. A. A the law first speaks when the producer seeks to
market his production in the flow of interstate commerce;
and then if commands the purchaser, under penalty, fo pay
to the producer for the domestic consumption percentage of
his crop only not less than it cost the producer to raise it.
That is the extent of the artificially stabilized market. With
reference to the export percentages the producers are under
no compulsion, except only that their interstate commerce
buyer cannot legally purchase their domestic consumption
percentages at the cost of production price unless they sur-
render to the Government at the same time the export per-
centages of their production and accept receipts therefor
which they can later cash at the world price.

The distinguishing language between inter- and intra-state
commerce, contained in the N. R. A. case of Schechter
against United States, decided by the Supreme Court on
Monday, May 27, 1935, is the following:

The undisputed facts thus afford no warrant for the argument
that the poultry handled by defendants at their slaughterhouse
markets was in a “current” or “flow” of interstate commerce
and was thus subject to congressional regulation. The mere fact
that there may be a constant flow of commodities info a State
does not mean that the flow continues after the property has
arrived and has become commingled with the mass of property
within the State and is there held solely for local disposition and
use. So far as the poultry here in question is concerned, the flow
in interstate commerce had ceased. The poultry had come to a
permanent rest within the State. It was not held, used, or sold
by defendants in relation to any further transactions in interstate
' commerce and was not destined for transportation to other States,
Hence, decisions which deal with a stream of interstate commerce,
where goods come to rest within a State temporarily and are later
te go forward iIn interstate commerce, and with the regulation of
transactions involved in that practical continuity of movement,
are not applicable here. BSee Swift & Co. v. United States (196
U. 8. 375, 387, 388); Lemke v. Farmers Grain Co. (258 U, 8. 50,
55): Stafford v. Wallace (258 U. S. 495, 519); Chicago Board of
Trade v, Olsen (280 U. 8. 420, 439); Tagg Bros. v. United States
(280 U. S. 420, 439).

2 Did the defendants’ transactions directly “affect” interstate
commerce so as to be subject to Federal regulation? The power
of Congress extends not only to the regulation of transactions
which are part of interstate commerce but to the protection of
that commerce from injury.

Following is a review of the five cases above cited:

Lemke v. Farmers Grain Co, (258 U. S., p. 50) was a suit
involving the constitutionality of a statute of North Dakota
regulating among other things the prices to be paid by
dealers for grain purchased from producers. The majority
opinion by Mr. Justice Day held that the State statute was
an unconstitutional interference with interstate commerce
in view of the evidence that practically all the wheat pur-
chased by the complainant in the case was for shipment to
and sale in the Minneapolis market, and that this being the
course of business, it fixed and determined the interstate
character of the transaction. The majority opinion also
distinguished the line of cases defining the beginning of in-
terstate commerce as that time when goods begin their
interstate journey by delivery fo a carrier or otherwise by
saying:

None of them indicates, much less decides, that interstate com-

merce does not include the buying and selling of products for
shipment beyond State lines.

The majority opinion contains this further language:

It is alleged that such legislation is in the interest of the grain
growers and essential to protect them from fraudulent purchases
and to secure payment to them of fair prices for the grain actu-
ally sold. This may be true, but Congress is amply authorized to
pass measures to protect interstate commerce if legislation of that
character is needed. The supposed inconveniences and wrongs
are not to be redressed by sustaining the constitutionality of laws
which clearly encroach upon the field of interstate commerce
placed by the Constitution under Federal control.

The minority opinion by Mr. Justice Brandeis, with whom
Mr. Justice Holmes and Mr, Justice Clarke concurred, stated
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that the acts of the local dealers whereby the grain was
bought at less than its fair value constituted frauds against
which the Federal act did not purport to afford any protec-
tion, and further said:

So far as the transactions were wholly intrastate, Congress was
without power to do 80. So far as the sales were part of trans-
actions in interstate commerce, the power was ample; but Con=
gress did not see fit to exert it. * * »

The minority opinion further stated:

The r t that the buyer shall take only a proper margin
for graded grain is, in effect, requiring that he pay a fair price.
Laws designed to prevent unfair prices are ordinarily enacted to
protect consumers. But there is no constitutional objection to
protecting producers against unconscionable bargains if condi-
tions are such that it is they who require protection, Nor ean
there be any constitutional objection to using as a factor in
determining what is fair the price prevailing in terminal markets
even if they happen to be Iocated in another State.

Stafford v. Wallace (258 U. S., p. 495) involved the right
to injunctive relief against orders of the Secretary of Agri-
culture promulgated pursuant to the Packers and Stock-
ya.rd_s Act of 1921. The majority opinion by Mr. Chief
Justice Taft held that sales of livestock in the Chicago
stockyards were nof merely local transactions, saying fur-
ther:

They create a local change of title, it is true, but they do not
stop the flow; they merely change the private interests in the
subject of the current not interfering with, but, on the contrary,
being indispensable to its continuity. * * * It is manifest
that Congress framed the Packers and Stockyards Act in keeping
with the principles announced and applied in the opinion in the
Bwift case. The recital in 2, paragraph b, of title I of the act,
quoted in the margin, leaves no doubt of this. The act deals
with the same current of business and the same practical cons
ception of interstate commerce,

The extract from the Packers and Stockyards Act set forth
in the margin at page 520 is as follows:

The first title, 2, paragraph b, provides that “for the purpose
of thisact * * * g transaction in respect to any article shall
be considered to be in commerce if such article is part of that
current of commerce usual in the livestock and meat-packing in-
dustries, whereby livestock (and its products) are sent from one
State with the expectation that they will end their transit, after
purchase, in another, including, in addition to cases within the
above general description, all cases where purchase or sale is either
for shipment to another State, or for slaughter of livestock within
the State and shipment outside the State of the products result-
ing from such slaughter. Articles normally in such current of
commerce shall not be considered out of such current through re-
sort being had to any means or device intended to remove transac-
tions in respect thereto from the provisions of this act.

Swift & Co. v. United States (196 U, S., p. 375) involved
the validity of injunctive relief against violations of the Sher-
man Act of 1890, and it was distinctly held as follows:

When cattle are sent for sale from a place in one State with the
expectation they will end their transit after purchase in another
Btate, and when in effect they do so with only the interruption
necessary to find a purchaser at the stockyards, and when this is
a constantly recurring course, it constitutes interstate commerce
and purchase of the cattle is an incident of such commerce.

The following is quoted from the majority opinion by Mr.
Justice Holmes at page 399:

It should be added that the cattle in the stockyards are not at
rest even to the extent that was held sufficient to warrant taxation
in American Steel & Wire Co. v. Speed (192 U. 8. 500). But it may
be that the question of taxation does not depend upon whether
the article taxed may or may not be sald to be in the course of
commerce between the States, but depends upon whether the tax
so far affects that commerce as to amount to a regulation of it.

Chicago Board of Trade v. Olsen (262 U, S., p. 1) was a suit
to enjoin enforcement of provisions of the Grain Futures Act
of 1922. In the opinion of the Court by Mr. Chief Justice
Taft (Justices McReynolds and Sutherland dissenting) it is
said:

In the act we are considering Congress has expressly declared
that transactions and prices of grain in dealing in futures are
susceptible to speculation, manipulation, and control which are
detrimental to the producer and consumer and persons handling
grain in interstate commerce and render regulation imperative for
the protection of such commerce and the national public interest
therein. * * * But it is contended that it is too remote in
its effect on interstate commerce, and that it is not like the direct
additions to the cost of the producer of marketing cattle by exor-
bitant charges and discrimination of commission men and dealers,
as in Stafford v. Wallace. It is said there is no relation between
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prices on the futures market and in cash sales. This s hardly
consistent with the afidavits the plaintiffs present from the lead-
ing economists, already referred to, who say that dealing in futures
stabilizes such prices. It is true that the curves of prices in the
futures and in the cash sales are not parallel and that sometimes
one is higher and sometimes the other, This is to be expected,
because futures prices are dependent normally on judgment of the
parties as to the future, and the cash prices depend on present
conditions, but it is wery reasonable to suppose that the one in-
fluences the other as the time of actual delivery of the fufures
approaches, when the prospect of heavy actual transactions at a
certain fixed price must have a direct effect upon the cash prices
in unfettered sales.

Tagg Bros. & Moorhead v. United States (280 U. S, p.
420) was also a suit to enjoin the enforcement of an order
of the Secretary of Agriculture under the Packers and Stock-
yards Act prescribing a maximum tariff charge for the serv-
ices at the Omaha stockyards. Appellants stressed the claim
that price fixing being a direct taking of property for a sup-
posed public benefit cannot be resorted to unless just com-
pensation is given in return. The unanimous opinion of the
Court written by Mr. Justice Brandeis contains the following
language:

The argument is that in “legislative price fixing there are
vital distinctions from the constitutional standpoint between
property and the use of property on the one hand and personal
gervices on the other; * * * that this rate fixing is in essence
wage fixing since the stockyard services performed by the plain-
tiffs involved only skill and labor and that wage fixing was held
to be beyond the power of Congress. * * * There is here no
attempt to fix anyone's wages or to limit anyone's net income.
Differences in skill, industry, and experience will continue to be
factors in the earning power of the several plaintiffs. For the
order fixes only the charges to be made in individual transactions.”

Finally, it is to be remembered that in the New York State
Milk Control case decided last year (Nebbia v. New York, 291
U. S. 502) the Supreme Court confirmed the right of a State
under its police power to fix the prices of milk. In the field
of interstate commerce the power of Congress is just as
complete. In Brooks v. United Stafes (267 U. S. 432) the
Supreme Court upheld the right of Congress to forbid the
transportation of a stolen automobile in interstate commerce
on the ground that, within the field of interstate commerce,
Congress enjoyed plenary police power.

I

The bill is an ambitious effort so to amend the Agricul-
tural Adjustment Act as to preserve all the gains made by
the very efficient administration of its emergency provi-
sions and to lay the foundation for a permanently workable
farm policy that will be thoroughly consistent with the
Democratic platform pledges of 1932.

In summary:

First. It repeals no part of the A. A. A. except the parity
provisions, and substitutes therefor the cost-of-production
principle as to the percentage of agricultural production
that is domestically consumed.

Second. The exportable surplus—beyond the needs of an
“ever normal granary"—is to be handled by a Federal
agency on the world markets and net accounting made to
producers—receipt holders—without subsidy or other cost to
the Government.

Third. It empowers the Federal agency to supply manu-
facturing exporters with raw materials from the export-
able surplus, under bond, at a price that will permit suc-
cessful competition abroad with foreign manufacturers of
similar products, the deficit, if any, from the net world
price to be made up by processing taxes, which will obvi-
ously be less than one-tenth of the present schedules.

Fourth. It preserves the county and State committees,
adding to their duties important advisory functions as fact-
finding agencies for the Department of Agriculture in ascer-
taining costs of production for the various commodities and
in compiling from year to year the necessary production
and consumption data.

Fifth. It will induce voluntary as opposed to compulsory
adjustment of acreage and production through that self-
interest whereby losses suffered from the sale of excess pro-
duction on world markets will impel farmers to transfer
acreage to crops whose volume of production is nearer the
demands of the domestic market.
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Sixth. It will in no sense reguire “ dumping ”, but, on the
confrary, will permit controlled marketing by a Federal
agency through orderly bargaining. It will contribute sub-
stantially auxiliary strength fo the arms of the Department
of State and the Department of Commerce in effectuating
the important reciprocal trade program and in preventing
the increase in subsidized competitive acreage in foreign
lands,

Seventh. It empowers the Secretary of Agriculture to build
up and maintain an ever normal granary out of the surplus
at net world prices to the producer and to arrange for storage
on farms under seal.

Eighth. It provides for loans to producers on their
exportable percentages pending disposition on the world
market.

Ninth. It invokes existing powers of the Government to
protect domestic price levels by compensating and flexible
tariffs, or by embargoes.

Tenth. It specifically reaffirms the power of the Secretary
of Agriculture to limit production of any commeodity, and
sets up simplified alternative machinery to effectuate any
desired production control program.

Eleventh. It will reduce consumer costs by promoting the
stabilization which will reduce the speculative spread be-
tween prices received by producers and prices paid by
consumers.

Twelfth. It will completely disarm those special interests
which would destroy the A. A. A. and its tremendous accom-
plishments for agriculture without providing a substitute,

Thirteenth. The certain increase in agriculture’s potential
buying power will forthwith reopen factories, and the greater
volume of commodities to be handled will substantially reduce
unemployment.

Fourteenth. It is constitutional under the power to regu-
late interstate commerce and the power to regulate the value
of money in commodities. If supplementary State legisla-
tion should prove desirable, there can be no doubt of its
unanimous enactment.

DETAILED EXxrranATION OF H. R. 5580, To AMEND A. A. A. BY BuB-
STITUTING CoST OF PRODUCTION FOR PARITY AND PROVIDING SURPLUS
CoNTROL WITH CONCESSIONS TO MANUFACTURING EXPORTERS
An appropriate text for this discussion is available in the

following excerpt from the 1934 report of the Secretary of

Agriculture to the President, at page 6:

Necessary as it was to meet the curtailed foreign markets and
the surplus crisis of 1933, reduction in the output is only a partial
and paradoxical answer in the long run to the crying need which
is briefly expressed in the phrase *balanced abundance.” The

problem is to retain fair and reasonable profits without falling into
the pit of scarcity economics.

The serious danger exists at this moment that blind op-
ponents of “equality for agriculture with industry”, will-
fully ignoring the truism that without it no lasting national
recovery is possible, may convince our anxious country that
we are in fact falling into that “ pit ” so graphically pic-
tured by Secretary Wallace, and may thus accomplish the
undoing of all the splendid progress that has been made
toward agricultural revival under his sincere leadership
since 1933. The amendments fo the A. A. A. proposed in
this bill, it is earnestly believed, point the only sure and
safe way to the hoped for “balanced abundance”, and at
the same time will permit successful transition from the
stop-gap devices of our emergency period to a permanently
workable and economically sound farm policy that will fos-
ter the reestablishment of normal domestic and interna-
tional relationships in the fields both of agriculture and of
industry. Every business that endures necessarily receives
cost of production. If agriculture is to remain the bulwark
of our economic order and is not to sink to peasantry, it
must be encouraged to operate on the basis of fair ex-
change both as to volume and values.

As to foodstuffs in general, it may be said that, given a
cost of production return to the producer for the domesti-
cally consumed percentage, he could afford, if necessary, to
give away the exportable surplus. Wheat normally aver-
ages the greatest percentage of surplus, for from 1920 to 1932,
inclusive, we exported 20 percent of our wheat, including
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flour. In industry generally, the sales commissions and
expenses run from 20 percent to perhaps 100 percent. In
the great automobile industry they run as high as 35 percent.
If the farmers gave the Government 20 percent of their
wheat as a commission for fixing the price of the other
80 percent at a cost-of-production level, they would not
be out as much as industry generally pays for selling its
products. Hog production comes next, and the percentage
of surplus is about half as much as the wheat percentage.
The 1Y% percent of corn and less than 1 percent of oats
could be given to the Government without feeling the
loss. As for beef, we have no surplus. Therefore, the
farmers’ problem is to get a cost-of-production price for
the percentage consumed at home. Every labor organi-
zation concedes this right to farmers, and recent meetings
of the textile industry have done the same. If the Govern-
ment took these small surpluses, it would realize something
in world markets, pay the expenses of handling them, and
return something to the farmers.

Cotton presents a different problem, for the reason that
over half of our cotton is exported. We also have under-
consumption of cotton at the present time, just as we have
of food products. Furthermore, the reduction of cotton
acreage, especially in Texas, has taken away the jobs of
many thousands of cotton pickers and has added to the
unemployment and relief rolls. It has also reduced railroad
tonnage and export business, about 90 percent of Texas
cotton being exported since they have few mills for manu-
facturing. The A. A. A. has helped the cotton farmers by
means of the 12-cent loans, and has strengthened the
price of corn in the same way. Perhaps these loans have
also helped the world market by holding back this cotton
to some extent. If the Government could render these
benefits by means of a loan, it would do much better if it
had absolute control of the cotton exportable surplus. This
surplus has amounted to about 65 or 70 percent of the world
market for cotton, not of the world production, but of the
proportion of cotton sold from one country to another, Any-
body who has 65 or 70 perceni of the world market require-
ments and has his products paid for, so that the bank can-
not call his note or the sheriff sell him out, is in a position
to influence and improve that world market. Also, if the
Government were in control, it could use this control both
ways, and perhaps check the increase of world production
that is certainly encouraged by plowing up the cotton fields
of the United States.

The proposed amendments provide for the protection of
any foreign markets now held by American exporters, and
they can buy from this exportable surplus enough raw ma-
terial to meet all such demands at the world price. The hill
also provides a further protection of American manufac-
turers by permitting the Government agency to furnish them
raw materials at such prices as will enable them to compete
in foreign markets with their finished product. This price
may be less than the world price to be received by the farm-
ers, which may cause a deficit, the only deficit that can
occur under the provisions of this bill. In order to meet such
deficit a processor’s tax is provided.

Cotton is the prineipal product to which these provisions
will apply. The amount of processor’s tax to be paid on the
cotton that is used for manufacture into exportable goods is
not one-tenth as much as is now paid by the textile industry.
If the industry itself pays this tax, there is no reason for
the farmers to object, and little ground for anybody else,
if it results in recovering foreign markets.

This bill seeks to combine the virtues of the A. A. A., the
McNary-Haugen plan, the export-debenture plan, and the
principle of cost of production for domestic consumption,
plus the receipt plan of surplus control first suggested by
Senator McApoo. It meets the situation first by retaining
or improving the farm organizations which the Secretary of
Agriculture has set up under the Adjustment Act. Section
20 gives all farm organizations an equal voice and provides
a place for those not in the organization at all.

Their duties, however, will be changed. Instead of meeti-
ing to make allotments of the number of acres their neigh-
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bors will be permitted to plant, they will meet to discuss
and figure out their cost of production, and this is an educa-
tion needed by every farmer. Under the plan of this bill
the reduction policy can perhaps be abandoned entirely upon
all production except cotton, and probably even on that,
The farmers are to get receipts for the percentages for ex-
ports and they get a final settlement at the world price. If
they overproduce, they will get more of these receipts and
a lower world price, and that is all the check deemed neces-
sary, even on cotton,

Under this plan the Secretary of Agriculture ascertains
the average cost of production to farmers of each product
during the preceding 5-year period. It is thought fairest °
to use an average of years rather than the uncertainty of
any one particular season. The individual farm is consid-
ered as a business unit and the method of computation is
the same as in industry. The farmer gets the same pay
for management, labor of himself, family, and hired help,
as for like services in industry. He is given an adequate
allowance for the depreciation of soil, improvements, equip-
ment, stock breeding animals, work animals, buildings, and
also for taxes and other overhead charges. He is allowed
4 percent upon his capital investment. Checking through
the history of the country we find that 4 percent has been
the average annual earnings of all capital at a normal
level of values during all the history of the country, and
the farmers are willing to accept the actual facts of capital
earnings in our American economy. The Secretary of Agri-
culture estimates the total production of each farm crop
as it approaches maturity. He estimates the percentage
to be used in domestic consumption and to be moved in
interstate commerce and he also estimates the percentage
that will be for export, if any. He then makes public
announcement of the cost of production price for the per-
centages consumed at home, and all dealers are required to
pay not less than the announced prices fo the farmers as
they sell their crops. For the export percentages the dealer
will issue a receipt countersigned by a Government agency
and he will deliver that percentage to such agency with
compensation for storage and handling, This Government
agency can retain any portion of the exportable surplus to
meet shortage in years of drought or other calamity, but it
must remove it from the domestic market for all other pur-
poses and dispose of it in world markets to the best ad-
vantage. At the end of the marketing season, as pre-
scribed by the Secretary of Agriculture, these receipts will
be redeemed at the post offices by this Government agency
at the net price realized in the world markets, and without
expense to the Treasury of the United States.

All of this can be done as a permanent remedy and solu-
tion of the farm problem. If is not an emergency matter.
The parity price, as provided in the A. A, A, is repealed and
the cost-of-production price substituted therefor. This is
the only fundamental change in the Adjustment Act, but
it is not believed that reduction of acreage will be necessary
after these provisions are putf in operation.

The Grain Futures Administration of the Agricultural
Department has prepared a chart showing the range of the
wheat market from 1897 to 1934. On this chart is a bar for
each month’s range of price. The amazing fact appears
that during the war period the price of wheat varied from
about 40 to over 100 cents during a single month. This
market was usually so manipulated that wheat was bought
from farmers at the low figure and sold by the speculators
at the high figure. This chart shows that the farmers sold
their wheat in the latter part of 1916 and the early part of
1917 at an average of $1.51 per bushel. A considerable por-
tion of it was held over and later sold before the new crop
by the speculators at a price as high as $3.45 per bushel.
The price of flour to the public was fixed largely on this
higher market. President Wilson was displeased with this
situation and arrived at the conclusion that the $1.51 was
too low for the farmers in war time, and the $3.45 was too
high for the speculators. On August 10, 1917, he signed a
bill authorizing the Government to fix a cost-of-production
price and buy the surplus at that price. Four days later he
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appointed his Farm Commission. Sixteen days later this
Commission completed its deliberations and on the 30th of
August fixed the price of wheat at $2.20 per bushel, No. 1
Northern, Chicago. The Wheat Corporation bid that price
and wheat immediately went to that level. This chart
shows a straight line of wheat prices after it was thus fixed
by the Government, the only straight line of prices without
fluctuation or gambling in the history of wheat. Railroad
rates went up 6 cents per bushel and the chart shows an
equal rise of the wheat price as fixed by the Wheat Board.
The Wheat Corporation bought and held $585,000,000 worth
of wheat to maintain this fixed price. The shortage of
world production then sent the price above the American
price and the Wheat Corporation sold at a profit of $59,000,-
000. A few farmers were able to hold their wheat from the
1916 crop to the high speculative market in 1917. One of the
great farm leaders was able to do this and he was always
inclined to criticize the Wheat Corporation for pulling down
the price. It did pull down the speculative price but it just
as certainly raised the farmers’ price.

We are now in a depression far worse than the war.
Everything that was done then is more than justified now,
and this bill will do the same thing for wheat and all the
other products that Woodrow Wilson did in war time, and
he gave the farmers the best prices and the greatest pros-
perity they have ever had in all their history. Their share
of the national income during the war was about 20 per-
cent, while at the present time it is only about 9 percent.
More than 40 percent of our population is agricultural, and
at all times it is entitled to a share of the national income
at least as large as Woodrow Wilson actually gave it in war
times.

This bill unites the farmers, the laboring people, and the
industries. It gives the farmers the cost of production for
their products, and this includes an adequate annual wage
for labor, and it provides a concession fo give industries a
chance to make a winning fight for foreign markets.

It is said that if the price of agricultural products be in-
creased to a cost-of-production level it will cause overpro-
duction. 2fany of us who know the farmers reach an oppo-
site conclusion. With low prices the farmer will plow up
every fence corner and will try to produce enough to meet
his taxes and expenses. With reasonable prices he will not
make such supreme efforts. Furthermore, the analysis by
the National Industrial Conference Board in its report en-
titled “Agricultural Problems in the United States—1926”
shows that the agricultural plant has been in full operation
since 1900 and that the per capita acreage and production
are both constantly declining, and it concludes:

The average farmer and his family under present conditions are
working so hard, and the overhead charges for interest and taxes
are so hlgh. that stabilization or even moderate increases in prices

would hardly be likely to stimulate any considerable general over-
expansion of acreage or production.

This conclusion is fully sustained by the Agriculture De-
partment’s record of production and by the observations of
Secretary Wallace in his book entitled “Agricultural Prices ”,
at page 61.

What is the general economic effect of paying $500,000,000
in benefits to farmers to reduce acreage? The crops that
would be produced upon this acreage at prices outlined in
this hill plus the increased price on other acreage would be
more than six times the value of the benefit payments, and
then, too, the benefits are a taxed income and not a produced
income., The conclusion follows that the general income of
agriculture is lower by over $3,000,000,000 than it would be
if this bill were in effect. This reduction in buying power
closes factories and turns labor out of employment and
deepens the industrial depression. And yet there are those
who persist in maintaining the defeatist position that there
can be no further improvement in agriculture except through
industrial improvement. They fail to give adequate weight
to the most certain factor of all, namely, that throughout
our Nation's economic history agricultural production and
resulting buying power was the John the Baptist of our
industrial development and wealth—including factory pay
rolls—and not vice versa. It is also true that much of our
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burdensome farm-mortgage indebtedness represents the in-
crement prior to 1920 of agricultural capital values which
was used as buying power by agriculture to build up our
tremendous industrial structure.

As stated by the financial writer of the National City
Bank in its bulletin for April, the Secretary deserves general
support in his unremitting effort to bring the country to
understand that the elementary principle of foreign trade is
that exports of goods can be paid for only by imports of
goods, services, or gold. But the contention that foreign
lack of dollar exchange explains the 41-percent decline
since last August in cotton exports is untenable, for the
reason that during the period of decline foreign countries
have been selling more goods to the United States and thus
have had more dollar exchange. They have been buying
more of other American goods, and have also bought more
cotton from other countries. The writer states that during
the first half of this season mills outside the United States
used 1,100,000 bales less of American cotton than a year
earlier, but nearly 1,000,000 bales more of other growths,
their consumption of all cotton thus showing only a nominal
decrease. The conclusion is obvious that our loss of cotton
exports is not primarily the result of inability to buy, but of
a shift in foreign demand from American to other growths,
due to the more favorable prices at which the foreign
growths have been selling. It appears that during the first
4 months of this season Egyptian, East Indian, and Brazilian
cotton sold from half a cent to more than 2 cents a pound
lower relative to American cotton than they did on the aver-
age in the three previous seasons.

Finally, it is important to note that the bill is in every
respect designed to carry out the principles and demands of
the Democratic platform. Informulating our permanent farm
program we certainly dare 4o no less. The scientific studies
of the Department of Agriculture itself disclose that a liberal
diet for the American people would require the production
from many millions more of our acres than our average culti-
vation of the 5 years preceding 1933. And our population
increased 17,000,000 from 1920 to 1930. Those facts must be
racognized in determining our long-run policy.

No; national self-containment is not the road we must
choose. The American people did choose when they ratified
the Democratic platform of 1932 and thus made it a binding
contract. The order-taking method of salesmanship is out-
moded. If we would reattract our former foreign customers
we must fill our shelves, show our goods, and quote the right
price. Industry sells its excess production abroad at what-
ever price the *traffic will bear.” Revive agriculture by
according it the same privilege.

m
[H. R. 5580, 74th Cong., 1st sess.]

A Dbill to amend title I of an act entitled “Agricultural Adjust-
ment Act” (Public, No. 10, 73d Cong.), and to provide addi-
tional rellef by increasing agricultural purchasing power, and
for other purposes
Be it enacted, etc., That title I of the Agricultural Adjustment

Act of the Seventy-third Congress be, and the same hereby is,

amended by adding thereto the following sections:

“BSEec. 20. For the purpose of assisting him in carrying out the
provisions of this act the Secretary of Agriculture shall appoint
committees of farmers residing in the respective governmental
subdivisions for which they are appointed and shall promulgate
regulations governing appeals from their decisions. There sghall
be a committee for each State, and for each county or parish, and
for each township, to be known as ‘State, county, or parish, and
township adjustment committees’, respectively, and the mem-
bership of each committee shall be not less than three nor more
than five. Each national and representative farm organization
having a total membership of over 50,000 shall be entitled to
designate one member for each of said committees, and the re-
maining member or members of each of said committees shall
be farmers who are not and have not been members of any farm
organization. The BSecretary of Agriculture shall, from time to
time, obtain reports from said committees on conditions in their
respective jurisdictions that are pertinent to the decisions he is
required to make under this act and shall arrive at such deci-
slons after he has had the benefit of the statistical and other
informative matter contalned in such reports and after con-
ference with national officers of the respective farm organizations
above described.

“Sec. 21. The Secretary of Agriculture shall annually ascertain
the average cost to farmers, considering average yields and pro-
duction during the preceding 5-year period, of the production of
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each agricultural commodity produced in the United States. All
items of cost shall be considered and calculated in accordance
with the formula and method commonly used in the manufac-
turing industry. He shall consider the Individual farm as a busi-
ness unit and shall include compensation to farm operators for
management, and for labor of themselves and their families and
hired help, equal to the compensation paid for like services in
industry, together with adequate allowance for depreciation of
soil, improvements, equipment, stock-breeding animals, work ani-
mals, and buildings, and also for taxes and other overhead
. He shall also determine the investment value of the
property devoted to the production of such commodities, using
the official census data so far as pertinent, such determination to
be at the normal level of values between inflations and depres-
sions reckoned over such period of time as will make possible the
accurate ascertainment of such normal value, and upon the prop-
erty investment value as so determined there shall be calculated
and allowed a capital return of 4 percent. He may also ascertain
and allow an equitable differential against varying transporta-
tion costs to different markets and may establish such zones or
classifications as are appropriate and necessary therefor.

“ 8gc. 22. The Secretary of Agriculture shall annually determine
and designate the and ending of the appropriate mar-
keting period for each sagricultural commodity, and shall also
annually estimate the volume of production for the current year
of each such commodity. Prior to the marketing period for each
such commodity he shall also estimate (1) the percentage thereof
required for domestic consumption, and (2) the percentage thereof,
if any, remaining for export.

“Spc. 23. The Secretary of Agriculture shall thereupon make
public proclamation and announcement of the cost of production
fizures and the domestic consumption and export percentages
aforesaid and of the date when and the period for which the same
ghall be controlling as provided herein upon the sale and purchase
of each such commodity, and upon request he sghall furnish
detailed information to all dealers, manufacturers, millers, eleva-
tors, processors, packers, butchers, ginners, compressors, and other
agencies dealing in or handling the same. After such effective
date all said dealers, manufacturers, millers, elevators, processors,
packers, butchers, ginners, compressors, and other agencies shall,
except as modified in section 27 of this act, pay to the farmers not.
less than the cost of production price determined and proclaimed
as aforesaid for such percentage of each delivery in interstate com-
merce of such commodity as is not estimated for export: Provided,
That to all farmers making delivery within the first 30 days after
the duly proclaimed beginning date of the marketing year appli-
cable to the commodity so delivered the allowable minimum shall
be 2 percent less than the cost of production price as aforesaid, and
to all farmers making delivery during the second 30-day period
after such beginning date the allowable minimum shall be 1 per-
cent less than the cost of production price. If in the judgment of
the Secretary of Agriculture the objectives of this act, including
the furtherance of orderly marketing, require such action, the Sec-
retary shall proclaim such further reasonable upward variations in
the allowable minimum as may be necessary to attain such objec-
tives, and also to govern such marketings by producers as may not
have been completed during the designated marketing year. For
the tage, if any, of each such delivery thereof as has been
estimated for export as aforesaid there shall be issued and delivered
to the farmers a receipt, countersigned by such agency as the Presi-
dent of the United States may designate, which receipt shall show
the grade of the commodity. Sales from one farmer to anotber for
feeding, breeding, or seeding purposes shall not be subject to the
provisions of this act. For the purpose of this act a transaction in
respect to any commodity shall be considered to be in interstate
commerce if such commodity is part of that current of commerce
that is usual in the industry or industries engaged in the handling
of such commodity whereby such commodity (and its products)
are sent from one State with the expectation that they will end
their transit, after purchase, in another, including, in addition to
cases within the above general description, all cases where purchase
or sale is either for shipment to another State, or for manufactur-
ing, milling, processing, packing, slaughtering, ginning, compress-
ing, or in any manner handling such commodity or any part thereof
within the State and the shipment outside the State of the prod-
ucts resulting therefrom. Articles normally in such current of
commerce shall not be considered out of such current through
resort being had to any means or device intended to remove trans-
actions in respect thereto from the provisions of this act.

“ Sec. 24, At such reasonable time as the Secretary of Agricul-
ture may direct, the said dealers, manufacturers, millers, elevators,
processors, packers, butchers, ginners, compressors, and other agen-
cies dealing in or handling such farm products shall deliver to such
agency as the President may designate all of the percentage of said
commodities estimated for export in the kind and grade as re-
ceipted or in processed form as hereinafter provided. If and when
authorized by the Secretary of Agriculture, bills of sale evidencing
storage of such exportable percentages on farms under seal will be
accepted by such agency in lieu of the physical delivery of the
property. In the case of livestock and poultry, the packers and
also the butchers, after processing the same subject to Government
inspection, shall make delivery of the percen estimated for ex-
port in the form of livestock and poultry products, provided that
the butchers may deliver their percentages through packers, and
the said agency shall pay the reasonable cost of processing; and
the same provision shall apply to milk and the processors thereof.
If unable to make reasonable and satisfactory arrangements for
such processing, then such agency shall purchase or acquire by
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condemnation or construct the proper equipment and facilities.
Such agency shall provide by rental, purchase, or construction, or
by condemnation in State or Federal courts, the necessary storage
and terminal facilities for handling the export percentages, and
shall remove same entirely from the domestic market, except for
emergency purposes, and shall hold and dispose of the same to the
best advantage in any world market, and through the Postal Serv-
ice shall redeem the receipts in the net amount realized for each
product after deducting all costs and expenses of handling and dis-
posing of the same, On the direction of the President, such agency
shall hold in storage such portion of the said exportable percenf-
ages as it may deem advisable as a reserve against emergencies,
droughts, and crop failures, and any portion thereof that is undis-
posed of on settlement date shall be held for such purpose. Set-
tlement shall be made in full not later than the end of each
designated marketing period and each farmer shall have the option
to accept in full the net world price, at the time of settlement, for
the percentage withheld for emergencies, or he may accept a credit
of 90 percent thereof upon his receipt and await the final disposal
for any balance that may be realized, or, if he has received a 80~
percent loan as hereinafter authorized, he may continue the same
without interest until such final disposal. The said agency is
directed to estimate the cost and expense of each of said
commodities and to estimate the probable world price and through
the Postal Service to make loans to any farmers upon the security
of their receipts up to 90 percent of the net value thus estimated.

“If in any locality the demand for domestic consumption is
greater than the national estimated percentage, the said agency
is authorized to supply the deficiency out of the exportable sur-
plus from the same or other convenient locality at the cost of
production price plus transportation, storage, and handling
charges, and it shall maintain a national balance by purchasing,
upon the same terms, like amounts from the percentage estimated
for domestic consumption in localities where the demand for
domt::;tlc consumption is less than the national estimated per-
centage.

“If any farmer at any time is unable to sell his products in the
regular markets, the said agency is directed to accept and receipt
for the exportable percentage of his production as herein provided
for, and to purchase from him the percentage of his production for
domestic consumption at the cost of production price and is
authorized to resell such domestic consumption percentage in the
domestic market at the same or higher price.

“If the percentage estimated for domestic consumption should
be insufficient to supply the domestic demand, the sald agency
is authorized to supply such shortage out of the exportable per=
centage at the cost of production price, plus storage and expenses,

“8ec. 256 The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized to ad-
vance, from time to time, to the Postmaster General such sums as
are shown to be required for the handling and redemption of the
recelpts as provided herein, and for the making of loans thereon,
and for the expenses of the Post Office Department in connection
therewith, At the request of the Secretary of Agriculture, the
Posmaster General under such regulations as he may prescribe
shall require the employees of the Post Office to perform, without
extra compensation, such fiscal azency services as may be desir-
able and practicable in‘connection with the handling, safe-keeping,
and redemption of said receipts, and the making of loans thereon.

“Sec. 26, The said agency is authorized to use the resources
and facilities of the Export-Import Bank, and upon order of the
President, may use any funds collected in processors’ taxes, or
that are provided in section 12 (a) of the Agricultural Adjust-
ment Act for carrying out the provisions of this act.

“8ec. 27. That part of the Agricultural Adjustment Act relating
to price parity with other products is hereby repealed, and the
method of determining prices as herein provided is substituted
therefor: Provided, however, That, if before the beginning of any
production year the factors of visible supply, prospective demand,
and prospective production volume are such that in the judgment
of the of Agriculture, guided by the reports that have
been submitted by the various State, county, or parish, and town-
ship committees, a limitation is necessary upon the production of
any agricultural commodity or commodities during the ensuing
year, he shall determine and proclaim a uniform percentage of
reduction for the information of each producer of such com-
modity: Provided further, That the encouragement of small-unit
farming as dist ed from large-scale farming is hereby de-
clared to be desirable public policy, and the Secretary of Agricul-
ture is, therefore, directed to determine and proclaim such rea-
sonable differential in acreage and percentage reduction as will

e uneconomic overproduction and will promote the social
objective of more family occupied and operated farm homes. He
is also directed to adopt as the production base the normal pro-
duction capacity of each farm, reckoned in accordance with aver-
age farmerlike methods and practices of diversification, fertiliza-
tion, and rotation, and the average annual yields and production
of the same or similar farms during the preceding 5-year period.
In the marketing of each such commodity produced during such
year the farmer shall be paid, as herein provided, for the full
domestic consumption percentage of each delivery of said com-
modity only in the event he presents to the purchaser at the time
of sale the certificate of his county adjustment committee that
he has complied with such proclamation of limitation. Any
farmer delivering for sale without presentation of such certificate
shall be paid not less than the proclaimed cost of preduction
price, as provided herein, only for such portion of the domestic
consumption percentage of each delivery thereof as remains after
deducting from such domestic consumption percentage the per-
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centage of proclaimed production limitation applicable thereto.
For the entire remainder of each delivery each such farmer shall
receive and shall accept only the receipt that is hereinbefore pro-
vided for, and said entire remainder shall be handled accordingly.

“Sec. 28. By the enactment hereof the Congress declares and
invokes its constitutional power to regulate interstate and for-
eign commerce, to promote the general welfare, and to regulate
the value, in agricultural commodities, of all authorized money.

“ SEc, 29. Any person, dealer, manufacturer, miller, elevator op-
erator, processor, packer, butcher, ginner, compressor, or other
agent dealing in or handling such farm products, who violates the
provisions of this act by paying less than the cost-of-production
prices provided for herein shall be punished by a fine of not more
than $5,000 or by imprisonment for not more than 2 years, or both.

“8gc, 30. The said agency is directed to protect all forelgn mar-
kets for the exportable surplus of agricultural products now being
held or hereafter acquired by exporters, and for that purpose is
directed to furnish the necessary products, when available, at the
net price to farmers as herein provided; and sald agency is fur-
ther directed to furnish to processors and manufacturers, under
bond or other adequate guaranty of performance, from the ex-
portable surpluses coming into its possession, any raw materials
to be processed or manufactured and exported, and to do so at
prices that will permit such processors and manufacturers to meet
competition with their products in foreign markets upon fair and
reasonable terms. Processing taxes shall be levied with respect
to such commodities at such rate as may be necessary to make
good any deflcit in the net prices payable to farmers for the
exportable surpluses thereof.

“8Sec. 31. The President of the United States, the Secretary of
Agriculture, the Secretary of the Treasury, the Secretary of State,
and the Secretary of Commerce are directed to cooperate in exer-
cising their lawful powers, through the medium of foreign trade
agreements, and through other appropriate measures for restric-
tion or expansion of imports of competing agricultural commodi-
ties, their byproducts, and/or competing substitutes, to maintain
the prices to farmers for the domestically consumed percentages
of all agricultural commodities as nearly as may be within a range
not exceeil:ung 10 percent above the proclaimed cost-of-production
price level.”

Mr. NELSON. Mr. Speaker, the Agricultural Committee,
of which I have long been a member, has devoted many
weeks fo careful consideration of this bill to amend the
Agricultural Adjustment Act. As a result, we now have a
measure reported from the committee without a dissenting
vote and which I am glad to support.

This bill differs greatly from the original draft. Some
controversial features, -including the issuing of so-called
“imposed licenses” were taken out, while desirable addi-
tions, such as the export bounty plan, were put in. If the
bill contained nothing more than the latter provision de-
signed to help in marketing abroad more of our surplus
farm crops it would be entitled to support.

In fact, as a permanent farm help I regard this as per-
haps the most valuable feature of the bill. Back in 1929,
when the Hoover farm marketing measure, against which I
was one of 35 House Members to vote, was before our com-
mittee, I offered an amendment to put this provision in the
bill, but without success. So it is with some satisfaction
that I now see, in substance at least, the same provision ap-
proved, not only by the House, but, if I read the papers cor-
rectly, by the Republican “grass roots” meeting recently
held in Illinois.

But before discussing further the proposed amendments
to the Agricultural Adjustment Act I wish to speak of the
original act itself. This measure, while not perfect, is re-
markable in at least one respect. For the first time, the
farmers of the United States were allowed to have their own
plan tried out. Until this bill was approved by Franklin D.
Roosevelt no other President had been willing to let pro-
ducers have what they wanted in the way of farm relief
legislation and which the Congress, notably by the passage
of the McNary-Haugen bill, had done the utmost to grant.
There was no veto of farm legislation by President Roosevelt
as there had been by President Coolidge and President
Hoover.

As to how long it may be advisable to continue the main
provisions of the A. A, A. it is now too early to say. It is
certain, though, that up to now, due in part to the terrible
drought of 1934 in the Corn Belt, the wheat and corn-and-
hog checks, have saved many farmers from complete failure.
Right now, when excessive rains and consequent floods are
delaying corn planting and holding up other farm work in
last year's drought region, the outlook would be darker still
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but for the Roosevelt farm program, for which all farmers
may be truly thankful.

Personally, I have not thought of the present farm pro-
gram as permanent in the sense of affording a full and satis-
factory solution of the agricultural program, a program of
as vital interest to the cities as to the country, for until
the purchasing power of the farmer has been restored the
big, once self-satisfled cities cannot prosper as in the past.
Incidentally, we have heard in the discussion on the bill now
under consideration complaints to the effect that to provide
crop payments to farmers is unfair to city consumers. My
answer is that whenever he has money to spend the farmer
buys goods and so helps the merchant, manufacturer, and
others in the cities. The man who is broke is a poor cus-
tomer. To help the farmer is to help all.

Getting back to what I was about to say, what I should
like would be to see us get rid, within reason, of all subsidies,
but so long as there is continued a high protective tariff,
greatest of all subsidies, it is advisable to do what we can do,
directly or indirectly, fo relieve agriculture of the heavy
burdens imposed. In other words, as it sometimes is neces-
sary to fight fire with fire, so it may be necessary to fight
subsidy with subsidy. This is what some of the A. A. A.
provisions mean—mean the tariff in reverse, mean benefits
to the farmer.

We cannot afford to be content with present conditions,
but must look to getting back our foreign markets. Well
can we afford to spend as much money for market expan-
sion as for crop curtailment. Prosperity through plenty,
rather than security through scarcity, should represent our
ultimate aim. I have no great fear, in the future years,
of an overproduction of food in America, taking 1 year
with another, provided there is proper distribution. I say
this because population is increasing, while acre yield, due to
loss of soil fertility, is decreasing.

If at any time there is overproduction of staple crops
two avenues are open. Either a proper part of the surplus
may be stored—and this “ever normal” granary plan as
now advocated by Secretary of Agriculture Wallace and as
referred to in the story of Joseph’s interpretation of Pha-
rach’s dream as told in the forty-first chapter of Genesis,
holds good—or plans may be perfected to market more of
the farm surplus abroad. As to the latter, the present high
protective tariff stands most in the way.

Speaking of the tariff, I quote briefly from a great key-
note speech, a real agricultural program, as made by
Franklin D. Roosevelt at Topeka, Kans., on September 14,
1932:

The present administration, and the two previous administra-
tions, in all of which the President was an important member,
failed utterly to understand the farm problem as a national whole,
or to plan for its relief; and second, they destroyed the foreign
markets for our exportable farm surplus beginning with the
Fordney-McCumber tariff and ending with the Grundy tariff,
thus violating the simplest principle of international trade, and
forcing the inevitable retaliation of foreign countries.

“One way of attacking this disparity is by restoring interna-
tional trade through tariff readjustments. You farmers put this
well in a single phrase, ‘ we must make the tariff effective.’”

“ When the depression in agriculture began in 1921, Republican
leaders first sought to belittle the plight of agriculture. -They
claimed that the old familiar tariff remedy would suffice, and
they offered the Fordney-McCumber Tariff Act, passed (God save
the mark) under the ironic label of farm relief. The Republican
leaders in positions ot national responsibility at that time—and
this, of course, includes the then Secretary of Commerce—either
did not or would not realize the change in international condi-
tions due to intermational debts. They closed their eyes to the
outstanding economic fact. Prior to the war we had paid our
interest on our debts to Europe by means of agricultural ex-
ports. After the war, because we had changed to a creditor, and
Europe was In debt to us, it was necessary that we demand either
goods or gold in return. The Fordney-McCumber tariff barrier
shut off the normal trend of trade. Europe could not pay, so
she could not buy. Specifically, she began to stop buying our
surplus farm products.”

So, Mr. Chairman, in supporting the bill now being con-
sidered—a bill containing many good features, some tempo-
rary yet necessary to help get agriculture out of the hole
where it was at the beginning of the Roosevelt administra-
tion, and others more permanent in character—I feel, as Mr.
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Roosevelt expressed in his address from which I have just
quoted, that as a long-time proposition the assistance prom-
ised in getting back foreign markets is best of all.

Truly, to again quote from the Rooseveli speech at
Topeka:

Industry can never prosper unless the agricultural market is
restored and farm buying power returns.

Happily, as shown by present prices for livestock and
grain and practically everything else the farmer has to sell,
as compared with *“ before Roosevelt” prices, farm buying
power has even now advanced far on the return road.

Mr. PLUMLEY. Mr. Speaker, I believe that the people
of my State know that I do not approve of the govern-
mental theories or the principles incident to and involved
in the original so-called “triple A” legislation. I cannof
vet believe that these theories or principles are right or
that they will be upheld, either by the people themselves
or eventually by the Supreme Court, insofar as the delega-
tion of power to regulate and to regiment and to impose
taxes among other matters and things to which I object
are found in the act.

Moreover, I am fearful that the power which is granted
may be used equally as well to the disadvantage as to the
advantage of those who favor the act as originally drawn
and now sought to be amended. I just cannot bring my-
self to favor the theories which underlie the original legis-
lation, and I question very seriously that any ultimate bene-
fit to agriculture is effected by these amendments.

I am not a prophet, nor the son of a prophet, but one is
not required so to be-in order to venture the opinion that
the A. A. A. will eventually go the way of the N. R. A. And
this T know is the opinion of many of its most interested
advocates, It is a situation that confronts us, however, and
not a theory, for the dairy farmers and others whose in-
terests are tied up with and in them in my State have been
aided and assisted by the original A. A. A. Act, insofar as
its provisions applied to the milk licenses, and there is no
denying the fact. Their very livelihood was at stake; and
under the act, whether it be constitutional or not, their
interests were or have been protected, their dairies were
saved, and they received more for their milk at their door
as producers than they otherwise would have received in the
present chaotic condition. In the proposed amendments
they see their hope of continued existence, if not prosperity,
and there is considerable force in their contention. What
helps them helps indirectly and directly all the people of
my State. One cannot conscientiously oppose, on grounds
real or imaginary, legislation that really benefits the farmer.

As some of you know, I could not bring myself to support
some of the other bills which were presented to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture for its consideration, my prinecipal ob-
Jection being against the delegation of authority to the Sec-
retary of Agriculture. But this bill which we are today
considering materially changes the former bills and definitely
limits and circumscribes the authority of the Secretary of
Agriculture. Even this bill does not go as far as I would
like to have it, but some of the objections which I have had
to the former legislation have been removed. I do not like
the provisions of the bill which prepare the way for the
maintenance of artificial prices, the restriction of imports,
and the dumping of exports abroad. I do not like the con-
fused scramble for temporary gains regardless of the prin-
ciples which are involved and with little thought for the
ultimate welfare of the farmer. Nevertheless, it cannot be
overlooked there are temporary gains, and that the dairy
farmers in my State are in a desperate situation,

This bill affords temporary relief which he must have if
he is to survive the present chaotic condition, so I am con-
strained to vote for the bill; to be an opportunist if you like,
and for once to follow Thomas Jefferson, of whom it was
said:

He was an opportunist to be sure. He never refused the half
loaf he could get because of the whole loaf he could not have. He
trimmed his sails at times to save his craft, and this was wisdom.
He compromised at the call of necessity.
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I am going to vote for these amendments, hoping, but very
much in doubt as to whether or not I am voting for the best
ultimate interests of the farmer.

It is the milk situation in Vermont which is the compelling
and determining motivating force which impels me to vote
as I do. I am advised, and with reservations I admit that
as a temporary measure the provisions in the act involving
assistance to the dairy farmers are justified by their interests
and exigencies. They themselves admit they are not favor-
able to the use of compulsion on the part of the Federal
Government as a general rule, but they contend that so long
as certain handlers of milk and other dairy products refuse
to cooperate with the dairy farmers so that the farmers may
receive a reasonable return for their foil, just so long do they
feel that it is entirely right and proper for the Federal Gov-
ernment to exercise its powers to the end that the farmer
will receive his fair share of the consumer’s dollar. If may
not be right and proper, but I see no other way out in the
existing situation.

I am also advised the marketing agreement provision of the
A. A A, is amended by this bill in an effort to define the
limits of interstate commerce in a manner which will comply
with the rules laid down by the Supreme Court in the N. R. A,
case.

They aver that the old license section of the A, A. A, has
been entirely rewritten and that the changes insofar as they
affect dairy farmers are as follows:

First. The term *license” is abandoned and the word
“order ” is used in its place. This change is made because
of the fact that the penalties for violation have been changed
from a revocation of the violators right to do business to a
schedule of fines. This change made the use of the word
“license ” meaningless. The word “ order”, on the other
hand, is used in connection with the Packers and Stockyards
Act, the Interstate Commerce Commission Act, the Federal
Trade Commission Act, and similar Federal legislation.

Second. The definition of “interstate commerce” in the
order section is amended to meet the requirements of the
Supreme Court in the N. R. A. case,

Third. To meet the requirement of the Supreme Court
that definite limitations must be placed on delegation of
authority, to the executive or administrative branches of the
Government, the provisions which may be placed in an
order are definitely set out. These provisions in the case
of milk and its products are:

(a) Provisions for fixing the minimum prices to be paid
producers or associations of producers by distributors or
Processors.

(b) Provisions for the fixing of prices on a use classifica-
tion basis.

(c) Provisions for differentials to cover grade, quality,
location, production, volume, and market.

(d) Provisions for the use of the individual dealer-pool
plan, the market-pool plan, and the base-surplus plan. In
connection with the individual dealer-pool plan the act
requires that such a plan must be approved by three-fourths,

The plans for selling milk above discussed are the ones
used in practically every milk market in the United States.
They have been developed over a period of the last 20 years
by the cooperative associations who, during this period, have
been selling milk in the various markets of this country.

(e) Provisions for the operation of an equalization fund
in the market so that all dealers will pay the same price for
milk in each use classification.

(f) Provisions requiring that new producers receive the
manufacturing price for a period of 90 days after they come
into the market.

(g) Provisions providing for a check-off from producers
for the purpose of verifying weights, sampling and testing,
and for the guaranty of dealer payments.

(h) A provision guaranteeing the right of a cooperative
association operating in more than one market to blend its
sales and pay its producers in accordance with the contract
between the cooperative and its producers. This does not,
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however, permit any cooperative to sell milk at prices less
than those fixed by the Secretary’s order.

(i) Provisions prohibiting unfair methods of competition
and unfair trade practices.

(j) Provisions for the appointment of market adminis-
trators or industry boards to administer the orders.

The provisions above discussed are the only ones which
may be included in orders covering milk and its products.
It is not necessary, however, that each order contain all of
these provisions. Only those provisions which are necessary
in the particular market or in connection with the individual
product will be used. Certain of the provisions will natu-
rally be used only in orders affecting fluid milk and cream,
while others will be used only in connection with manufac-
tured milk products in the event that the producers of man-
ufactured dairy products desire to utilize the marketing
agreement and order sections of the bill.

Fourth. Every order issued by the Secretary must be based
on a marketing agreement. Orders may be issued by the
Secretary—

(a) To make effective a marketing agreement signed by
the processors, distributors, or other handlers of at least 50
percent of the volume of the commodity or product covered
by the order; or

(b) Where the processors, distributors, or other handlers
refuse to sign a marketing agreement the Secretary with the
approval of the President may issue an order making such
marketing agreement effective if two-thirds of the producers
by number or volume of the commodity or product covered
by the proposed marketing agreement approve the issuance
of such order.

Fifth. The Secretary is required to terminate any order
issued by him when such termination is requested by a ma-
jority of the producers in number and volume of the com-
modity or product covered by the order.

Sixth. The Secretary is required to give due consideration
to the different conditions existing in the production and
marketing of commodities in various parts of the country.

Seventh. Retailers of milk and producer-distributors are
required to comply with the provisions of any order affecting
them.

Eighth. In determining whether producers approve or dis-
approve a proposed marketing agreement or in determining
whether they desire to terminate any order, the Secretary
is given permission to allow bona fide cooperatives to voice
the sentiments of their producers. We feel that Congress
should make it mandatory on the Secretary to accept the
expression of the bona fide cooperative association as evi-
dence of the sentiment of its membership.

Ninth. The act provides for the filing of reports by parties
to marketing agreements or persons subject to orders and the
examination of their books and records relative to opera-
tions affecting the marketing agreement or order. This in-
formation must be kept confidential by the Secretary ex-
cept in cases of hearings or law suits on violations of any
agreement or order. The Secrefary is, however, permitted
to publish the names of violators and to issue composite
reports in connection with the operation of marketing agree-
ments or orders which shall not identify information ob-
tained from any particular person.

Tenth. A provision is contained authorizing the Secretary
to cooperate with State agencies in connection with programs
under the A, A. A. This provision also requires that before
any confidential information is furnished to such agencies
that they shall agree to keep such information confidential
in the same manner as is required of Federal employees
under the act.

Eleventh. The bill provides for the collection from all han-
dlers of their pro rata share of the expense of administering a
marketing agreement or order. The share of any coopera-
tive under this section is to be measured by the quantity
of the commodity distributed, processed, or shipped by such
cooperative.

There are those who contend that the decision in the
Schechter case spells the eventual finding by the Supreme
Court that the A. A. A, and these amendments are uncon-
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stitutional, and very able lawyers are convinced there can
be no question that this will be the case. On the other
hand, there are equally as able lawyers who hold to the
contrary.

I was interested in what the gentleman from North Caro-
lina [Mr. CoorLey] had to say in respect to the legal con-
struction which would be given the act, especially with refer-
ence to milk-marketing orders or licenses. He said:

In metropolitan milk markets, such as Boston, there is, of course
a relatively small volume of milk which is produced in the same
State in which it is distributed, and hence does not move in inter-
state commerce. The application of milk orders to this relatively
small amount of milk is amply justified under the doctrine that
Congress has the power to regulate interstate commerce when in-
trastate commerce is so intermingled with the interstate com-
merce regulated that effective regulation of the latter requires
regulation of the former, or when the regulation of interstate
commerce alone would give an unfair competitive advantage to
intrastate commerce of the same character, or when intrastate
commerce directly affects or burdens interstate commerce. Thus,
the Interstate Commerce Commission may regulate intrastate rail-
road rates when such intrastate rates, if unregulated, would hinder
effective regulation of interstate railroad rates, or would discrimi-
nate against those who ship goods in interstate commerce (the
Shreveport case, 234 U. 8. 342; United States v. Louisiana, 280 U. 8.
70; New York v. United States, 257 U. 8. 591).

It seems obvious that in these interstate milk markets the fix-
ing of minimum producer prices for interstate milk could not be
effective without fixing equivalent prices for intrastate milk which
is in direct competition with interstate milk, and the fixing of
minimum producer prices for interstate milk alone would clearly
discriminate against such milk.

Therefore it would appear that there can be no very serious
question that the fixing of minimum producer prices for milk is
permissible under the due-process clause of the fifth amendment.
Nebbia v. New York (201 U. S. 502) and Hegeman Farms Corpora-
tion v. Baldwin (293 U. 8. 163) established that fixing such mini-
mum producer prices for milk does not contravene the due-
process clause of the fourteenth amendment, and it is well settled
that the restraints of the fifth amendment upon congressional
legislation are no greater than those of the fourteenth amend-
ment upon State legislation (Heiner v, Donnan, 285 U. 8. 312, 3186).

Some time ago Governor Smith, of Vermont, appointed a
special commission composed of E. B. Cornwall, of Middle-
bury, Vt., chairman; John P, Candon, of Pittsford, and Wal-
lace H. Gilpin, of Barton, to investigate the Boston milk-
market situation, which commission made the following
report:

In the light of Judge Brewster's decision against the Boston milk
license, and in favor of the Seven Oaks and Westwood Farms
organization, whose producers are in Vermont, every milk producer
in Vermont must realize that the market is in the most precarious
situation in several years, and that now is the time for every pro-
ducer to give his utmost to cooperate with his purchasing unit, and
that such unit if need be, must temporarily give and take with
other units to preserve the advantage now offered the producer by
the A. A. A. Boston milk license. It is more important just now
that there be complete cooperation between organizations than at
any time in years, to prevent an absolutely ruinous situation in
the Boston market.

The Seven Oaks decision is a most unfortunate one from the
Vermont producers' standpoint. Producer groups have been alto-
gether too ignorant of the effect they may be having upon the
entire market, by what seems at the moment a personal gain in
market or in price. Unfortunately, too, we find there is a fostering
of sentiment among individual producers against other groups.
This is probably unintentional in some cases. In others it appears
intentional.

There is still a lack of friendliness between producer groups
which tends to unstabilize the market. This is unfortunate and
is causing a most unhappy sentiment against Vermont and Ver-
mont milk producers as a whole in Massachusetts. Legislation is
threatened in that State, which would harm all Vermont producers,
because of the growing feeling in Boston and in Massachusetts that
Vermont producers are quarreling among themselves. This is one
of the most serious points in the entire situation. Let every indi-
vidual producer and producer group remember this: If Massachu-
setts passes laws against Vermont, it will be probably largely the
result of Vermonters' actions.

If the different marketing units continue to jockey for posi-
tion in case of a smash-up, the smash-up is inevitable. It will
mean a milk war, the cost to be borne by all the farmers of New
England. It will be useless to try to allocate the blame, prob-
ably no unit will be blameless. The fact is that the farmer
who is now beginning to pay his bills and meet his interest pay-
ments at the bank will again be * broke."”

If the units will cooperate to a reasonable extent, the present
license system can be saved and improved, regardless of lawyers
and court decisions. This result will be made easier of attain-
ment if Vermont's congressional delegation and those of other
States realize the importance of the passage of the A. A. A,
amendments,
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Commenting with respect to this report the Hon. Wallace
H. Gilpin, a member of the Commission, has this to say:

Problems swrrounding milk production, milk prices, and milk
marketing are among the most argued questions in New Eng-
land. This has been true since the New England dairyman be-
came essentially a milk producer instead of a butter and cream
manufacturer, and there is no reason to believe the problems
can be permanently settled to the satisfaction of all factions.

A few fundamental features of the problems might well be
considered and if once established in the minds of those who
would discuss milk problems, will assist in making certain phases
of the situation clear. One of the first is to realize that the
price paid the producer for class 1 milk is an artificial price
forced to a higher level than the natural price milk will bring
manufactured into any of many dairy products, such as butter,
cheese, casein, ete. Such artificial price invites trouble. Wit~
ness farmers in one area attempiing to get two ratings for a
single farm in order to get more milk into the class 1 level; and
in the market consider the temptation to sell class 2 milk at the
class 1 price.

In order to give every milk producer an equal chance at the
artificial class 1 price the Federal Government, through the A. A. A.
and a Boston area license plan, has figured carefully from records
of production In the past a base rating for each farmer. This
rating is founded on the total sales of class 1 milk in the Boston
market. Every pound of milk the producer makes above his base
rating, he must realize from the start, is being produced in direct
competition with the western dairyman, who can produce milk
cheaper than here, because that surplus milk must go into prod-
ucts which the western dairyman makes, and all such products
can be stored and shipped anywhere.

The producer sometime feels that he is cheated by the Boston
distributor who double-crosses him on the surplus or class 2 milk,
but every investigation carried on by farmer representatives indi-
cates that this is not true to any great extent. The large dealers
are kept well under control by Federal and State boards with
expert audits which begin at the country milk station and are
carried to the very consumer., In fact, there appears to be no
attempt on the part of any of the larger dealers to do this thing
and what the small dealer may get away with is negligible. In
fact, the Federal Government, in the Boston market, is employing
numerous expert accountants from entirely outside concerns to
do this type of work, and their figures are hardly open to doubt.

The greatest trouble appears to be cutthroat competition among
Boston distributors for the Boston business, and lack of farmer
cooperation in the country. Repeatedly those who have studied
the problem state that if the milk producers of Vermont could
and would get together solidly, there would be no milk problem
left except that problem to which every business is open, viz, gen-
eral conditions in the market. But so long as the producers them-
selves are split into factions so long will the Boston market have
opportunity to play with them.

The A. A. A. Boston license has undoubtedly given the New
England milk producer a much better milk check than he would
have otherwise had, better than the New York producer gets; and
the Massachusetts milk conirol board is making an honest, if
weak, attempt to aid the producer who will not be aided except in
secticns and by factions. This reflects upon the whole of Ver-
mont and is undoubtedly responsible for the growing dissatisfac-
tion among Massachusetts dairymen and other Massachusetts in-
terests with Vermont's milk position and attempted legislation
there which would materially damage the entire milk-production
business in Vermont. Temporary of trouble may avail
for a time in the Boston milk market, but sooner or later the
producers of Vermont must all get solidly together or the class
1 milk price will be wiped out by unnecessary and damaging Boston
competition which warring and dissenting factions here encourage
and unconsciously abet.

As Milo C. Reynolds, commenting editorially on Judge
Brewster’s decision holding the Boston milk-marketing agree-
ment illegal, void, and unenforceable, pertinently pointed out
in the Burlington Clipper of May 23:

There are principles in this decision which, if sustained by a
higher court, would completely wipe out of existence all ta-
tion of production and enforced regulation of business and indus-
try. In the face of this decision, which will seriously affect the
Vermont farmer unless some other plan is evolved to take its place,
there is more reason than ever for the Vermont dairymen to get
together in a solidified organization. If it is illegal for the Federal
Government to put in a regulation which fixes the price that the
farmer shall be paid for his milk, then the farmer has got to take
the situation in his own hands. This can only be done by organi-
zation and such organization has got to be thorough and complete.

To ery over this decison is not going to help matters. The pro-
ducers’ interest is in the future and not the past. The thing to
determine now is the best procedure to protect the miik price in
that Boston market. A good deal has been gained during the past
year. There must be some way that measures can be adopted
to hold that gain. It may be such a result can be brought about
through & complete organieation of the producers of Vermont.
If that is the best method, then no time should be lost in bring-
ing about such an organization. If milk leaders by any tactics
attempt to discourage such an organization, they should be swept
agjde. The interest of the Vermont producer is paramount in
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thtarj:st s?rhthtgse t]n:oa of any jgeale: or any distributor. And the in-
Soonls Gt i stl?ate.m S0 far-reaching that it affects all the

This legislation we are considering is admittedly to be
enacted in the alleged interest of the farmer. There can be
no question, as was said at Springfield, IIL, recently that—

The farmer of right is entitled to a fair proportionate part of
the national income and to receive a parity price for the products
of his farm in domestic markets.

It may be that the original act and these last amendments,
insofar as they seek to control and regulate production and
processing, are unconstitutional; that the price-fixing pro-
visions and those imposing agreements upon minorities and
upon majorities are a deprivation of property of private
citizens without their consent and without compensation,
and are therefore unconstitutional. And the original bill and
these amendments may in other respects be held uncon-
stitutional. To be perfectly frank with you, I do not see how
it can be otherwise; nevertheless, as a temporary expedient,
because of the exigency of the situation which confronts
the farmers of my State, and since under the circumstances,
political and otherwise, I see no other way, so long as the
provisions of the original act are in force and operative, to
obtain the desired temporary relief for them, I am forced to
take whatever of temporary benefit and relief I can get in
the manner and form prescribed by the terms of this act,
as amended, whether I like it or not.

Mr. UTTERBACK. Mr. Speaker, I desire to discuss the
bill now pending before the House, H. R. 8492, a bill to
amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act, which has been
recommended for our approval by the Committee on Agri-
culture after a long and exhaustive study.

It is appropriate that a Democratic administration should
lay before this Congress a bill that is the most comprehen-
sive and far-reaching piece of legislation for the benefit of
farmers ever enacted in the history of this or any other
country.

“Twenty-three years ago this month, in June 1912, the
Democratic Party in convention at Baltimore, Md., wrote in
its platform a plank proposing a study of agricultural cred-
its and endorsing legislation permitting national banks to
loan a reasonable proportion of their funds on real-estate
securily. Woodrow Wilson was the nominee of that con-
vention. His election to the Presidency in November 1912
was the birth of legislation for the real financial benefit of
American farmers. Under the direction of President Wilson
the first step was taken to set up a system of Federal farm
credits to relieve American farmers of high interest rates
and overhead charges in connection with farm loans.

PRESIDENT WILSON VETOES FORDNEY TARIFF

The World War interrupted President Wilson’s agricul-
tural program. In the last 2 years of his administration a
Republican Congress dominated by high-tariff industrial-
ists refused to follow the leadership of President Wilson and
passed the Fordney Tariff Act of 1920. One of President
Wilson’s last official acts was to veto that bill. If his three
Republican successors to the White House had followed his
example, they would have done much to have prevented
the decline of American agriculture in the 12 years that
followed March 4, 1921, and that reached a climax in the
economic collapse during the Hoover administration.

President Wilson was not deceived about the effect of tariffs
on agriculture. His keen mind and his discerning eye sur-
veyed the situation and read the answer clearly and ac-
curately. He vetoed legislation to revive the War Finance
Corporation to loan money to European countries. It was
clear to him that buyers could not always be buyers or
borrowers. He knew that borrowed money must be repaid
or the lender must stop lending sooner or later. The war
changed us from a debtor to a creditor nation, and every
loan we made abroad increased the debt burden upon our
former creditors who are now our debtors.

President Wilson realized that these debtors had no
money. He knew that they could repay our loans in only
one way; that was by selling us enough of our products to
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pay the inferest on their debts and something on the
prineipal.

The foreign market for the products of 40,000,000 acres
of American farm land that were brought into production
during the World War ceased to exist after the war ended
and the soldiers of Europe returned to their farms. The
foreign market for the products of American factories
theoretically ceased to exist at the same moment, but
American manufacturers in cooperation with American in-
ternational bankers supported the foreign market for the
products of American factories upon a false and unsound
foundation for 10 years by loaning $15,000,000,000 of Ameri-
can money abroad.

The Republican Congress in the last 2 years of President
Wilson’s administration and three successive Republican ad-
ministrations thereafter either could not or would not see
and admit that self-evident fundamental common-sense
business situation. More foreign loans and higher tariffs
were the only answers they had to the problem. It was
like building a 100-story building on sand. Sooner or later
a building so constructed is certain to collapse.

MONEY DRAINED FROM FARM BANKS

New York bankers who made most of the foreign loans
made them to support the sales of products of factories
which they owned. However, it was not their money that
they loaned. That money was drained from the banks in the
agricultural areas of the country. At the same time, prices
of agricultural products were declining almost steadily and
as a result of this unsound post-war industrial boom, the
disparity between the prices of agricultural products and
industrial products increased year after year.

There were no foreign loans to support exports of agricul-
tural products. New York bankers and Republican adminis-
trations left the American farmers to shift for themselves.
During practically the entire period from 1921 to 1929 farm
prices were below the cost of production and farmers were
being crushed financially between the millstones of debt and
insufficient incomes. Three successive Republican adminis-
trations did nothing to help them. At the same time the
cash reserves of farmers and Midwest business men in
banks of the agricultural area were being siphoned off to
New York and thence to Europe.

Twice in this period Democrats in Congress joined Progres-
sive Republicans and gathered sufficient votes to force a bill
through Republican Congresses designed to enable the farmer
to help himself. That bill was the McNary-Haugen bill. It
proposed to finance the export of agricultural surpluses by
the export debenture plan. The farmers of the United States
asked for that plan. They were able fo muster sufficient
strength among Democrats and Progressive Republicans to
push it through Congress twice, but each time it was vetoed
by a Republican President and could not be passed over the
vetoes.

A well that is pumped hard enough and long enough finally
runs dry if the water supply is not replenished. Financial
reserves that are siphoned away finally disappear if incomes
do not equal the outgo. That is what happened to the United
States during the period from 1921 to 1933. The well ran
dry. Financial reserves disappeared.

The American farmer produces the new wealth upon which
most of the Nation does business. For many years he sup-
plied the money to support billions of dollars of foreign loans,
so that our international bankers and their industrial plants
might continue to fatten on rich foreign business. The
farmer did not realize what was going on. He knew that the
prices of his products were going down and that the prices of
the things he bought were going up, but he did not under-
stand the cause. Few persons outside of a select circle did.
American agriculture was being strangled gradually. It was
being strangled ruthlessly and heartlessly—and those who
were doing it were gradually cutting away the principal sup-
port of American industry. They were destroying the jobs of
millions of American workingmen.

Ultimate collapse was as certain as night follows day.
American agriculture finally reached the exhaustion point.
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Hundreds of banks in the agricultural areas closed under the
strain of those trying years 1921 to 1929. Thousands of
farm mortgages were foreclosed.

The agricultural depression began in 1921. The industrial
depression began in 1929 when a weakened and exhausted
agriculture could not carry the load any longer, Then in-
dustrial unemployment swept over the land. Then the
American farmer and the American laboring man stumbled
on hand in hand fo the brink of economic chaos and social
revolution as the whole house of cards built on the unsound
economic practices of three Republican administrations
crumbled in the greatest economic collapse in history, the
panic of 1932-33.

I would like to review briefly the legislative record on the
tariff and farm relief of the three Republican administra-
tions from 1921 fo 1933.

REPUBLICAN TARIFF LAWS MAKE FARM EITUATION WORSE

The Fordney Tariff Act of 1921 became a law when Pres-
ident Harding signed it on June 27, 1921. According to our
Republican friends, this act was to have solved the agricul-
tural problem. Speeches made in Congress in support of the
bill indicated the Republican administration believed it
would. A higher tariff was the Harding administration’s
proposed solution of the farm problem, but the entire coun-
try knows now that the Fordney tariff did not solve the
problem. It made the condition of agriculture worse.

It was clearly apparent several months later that the
farm problem remained unsolved. Then Secretary of Agri-
culture Henry C. Wallace, father of our distinguished Secre-
tary of Agriculture, Henry A. Wallace, insisted that Presi-
dent Harding call a national agricultural conference to dis-
cuss the situation. With farm mortgage foreclosures in-
creasing, as a wave of bank failures swept over the agricul-
tural areas of the country and with land values and farm
prices registering further declines, the conference met dur-
ing the winter of 1922. For the first time in the history of
our country, farmers were asked to assist in planning for
agriculture. More than 300 farmers and 90 other persons
representing various agricultural interests attended the con-
ference. A total of 39 legislative recommendations were
made to Congress and the President.

Among other things, the farmers asked Congress and the
President to take steps immediately to reestablish a fair
exchange value for all farm products. The Republican ad-
ministration answered that request by enacting another
tariff bill raising the rates established in 1921. The Tariff
Act of 1923 merely increased the farmer’s distress by in-
creasing the prices of the things he bought on the pro-
tected and controlled industrial market while the prices of
his products, sold at the world price because of uncontrolled
surpluses, continued to decline.

The doctrine of the McNary-Haugen bill was in the air
in 1923. In 1924 the first McNary-Haugen bill was intro-
duced in Congress. It failed to pass by 40 vofes and as if
to halt the rising tide of agricultural strength, our rugged
Republican individualists handed the farmer another mean-
ingless sop in the shape of a 12-cent increase in the tariff
on wheat. Butf although the tariff on wheat was fixed at
42 cents a bushel, and on corn at 25 cents a bushel, farm
prices continued to decline, farm mortgage foreclosures con=-
tinued to increase and the wave of bank failures continued
unabated in the agricultural areas.

Again in 1925 the McNary-Haugen bill was before Con-
gress but friends of the farmers were unable to gather
sufficient strength to force a vote. In March 1925, Presi-
dent Coolidge addressed the annual convention of the
American Farm Bureau Federation. He condemned the
McNary-Haugen plan as price fixing, defended the tariff
system as a boon to agriculture and asserted that agricul-
ture was nearly back to normal. However, it took more
than words of a Republican President to stop farm fore-
closures and farm-bank failures. More than 5,000 small
banks closed in this country between 1921 and 1929.

A new McNary-Haugen hill reappeared in 1926, but it was
defeated in the Republican Congress. Finally, in that year,
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business men of the country began to show some interest in
the farmer’s plight. The National Industrial Conference
Board, representing business interests, ook note of the agri-
cultural situation and urged strongly the need for agricul-
tural relief legislation. Farm groups became more insistent
but the Republican administration did nothing.

PRESIDENT COOLIDGE VETOES M’'NARY-HAUGEN BILL

In 1927 the McNary-Haugen bill was ushered in again.
This time, the bipartisan agricultural strength of Demo-
crats and Progressive Republicans was sufficient to push it
through Congress, but the bill encountered a veto at the
hands of a Republican President, Calvin Coolidge.

The McNary-Haugen bill was passed again in 1928, Again
it was vetoed by President Coolidge and from 1928 to 1932
the farmers of America sank deeper and deeper into the mire
of depression. In 1930 after the collapse of industry and
with unemployment spreading over the land, the Republicans
raised the tariff again. Under the leadership of President
Hoover, a Republican Congress passed the infamous Smoot-
Hawley Tariff Act. In the next 12 months the annual gross
income of the American farmer declined from $9,414,000,000
to $6,911,000,000, or more than 25 percent.

In an attempt to save themselves, the farmers raised every
possible bushel of grain and pound of fiber and produced
cvery possible pound of meat and animal products. Their
efforts to meet fixed charges of taxes, interests, and living
costs in this way, were defeated by still further decline of
prices and still lower gross income. In 1920 the gross farm
income of the American farmer was $13,566,000,000. In 1932,
after 12 years of uninterrupted Republican administration,
the gross income of the American farmer was $4,328,000,000,
a decline of $9,238,000,000, or approximately 70 percent in
12 years.

That was the answer of Republican administrations to
American agriculture, which was pleading for assistance.
That was the way three successive Republican Presidents
solved the farm problem. They were starving the farmer
out.

During the period of 1916 to 1920, when food prices were
high, the farmer gained and held a slight economic advan-
tage over industry. Farm prices advanced faster than the
prices of the things the farmer buys. The farmer lost this
advantage in 1921 and his disadvantage increased steadily
from then until March 4, 1933, when Franklin D. Roosevelt
became President of the United States.

During three successive Republican administrations, the
American farmer engaged in a losing fight against the
effects and results of a high protective tariff policy that
finally caused over 50 foreign nations, not only in Europe
but including Canada and the South American republics as
well, to pass retaliatory tariff laws, fix import quotas, and
establish embargoes which destroyed almost the last bit of
foreign market for our agricultural and industrial products.

Canada raised a high tariff wall against all American
products, both manufactured and agricultural. If put a
tariff of 25 cents per bushel on corn and similar tariffs on
other agricultural products, yet they cannot raise corn prof-
itably in Canada for the reason that the season is too short.
In the fall of 1932, when Iowa corn was selling for 7 cents
to 12 cents a bushel, when it was being used as fuel to
heat Towa farm homes, Canada was paying 35 cents a bushel
for inferior corn imported from South Africa and South
America. Iowa corn should and would have been purchased
for Canada’s needs except for the retaliatory tariffs raised
by Canada against the excessive and greedy tariff rates fixed
in the Smoot-Hawley Act.

MANUFACTURERS OPEN PFLANTS ABREOAD

The big manufacturers had a way to meet the situation.
They simply took some of the millions of dollars they had
accumulated under the special privilege high tariff trust
policy of Republican administrations, went to Canada and
other foreign countries, built branch factories, installed new
machinery, used foreign raw materials, employed foreign
labor, and manufactured the identical products they had
formerly manufactured in the United States, where they had
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used American raw materials and American labor. In that
way they were able to avoid the payments of tariff and to
escape the limitations imposed by quotas and embargoes,
The result of such an industrial policy was the discharge of
thousands of American workers from factories and mines.
This condition made it impossible for those formerly em-
ployed in industry to purchase the products of the farms
and pay a fair price for them. As a result, the farmer lost
a large part of his former domestic market in addition to
losing all of his foreign market. In addition to all this, the
farmer struggled against high transportation costs, high
interest rates, and finally against insect pests and drought.

The agricultural record of the Republican Party has been
written. It was written during the years 1921 to 1933 in in-
delible facts that the people of this country, particularly the
American farmers, will not forget soon. It is a record of
neglect and failure, deceit and double dealing. The harvest
of that record was hundreds of thousands of farm foreclo-
sures, collapse of farm values, thousands of bank failures, in-
calculable financial distress and suffering among millions of
farm people, utter discouragement and despair in the agri-
cultural areas of the country, and, in a large measure, the
industrial and financial collapse of the country in 1929-32.

Yet in the face of all that, the Republican Party wrote in
its platform in 1932 the following statement:

Under Republican administration the position of agriculture
was gradually improved.

In accepting the nomination for a second term, President
Hoover said:

The farmer was never so dependent upon his tariff protection for
Tecovery as he is at the present time. We shall hold to that.

Franklin D. Roosevelt was inaugurated President of the
United States on March 4, 1933. At that time farm products
were selling at the lowest prices in 60 years. Many Iowa
farmers were burning corn in their stoves. Some public
buildings in Towa were being heated with corn that officials
had purchased at 10 cents or less a bushel.

For more than 6 months before President Roosevelt took
office farmers of the United States were on the verge of open
revolt against economic conditions that had been imposed
upon them by Republican administrations. Farm strikes,
farm holiday movements, and open resistance to foreclosure
sales occurred throughout the country. These were not spo-
radic oubursts, they were common occurrences. These were
organized efforts of farmers to keep their homes in the face
of steadily increasing distress and hardship. The belief that
President Roosevelt and the Democratic Congress, in coopera-
tion with newly elected Democratic Governors and Demo-
cratic State legislatures, would do something to help them
was the only hope of millions of farm people in those dark
days when the powerful forces of depression were tightening
around them.

DEMOCRATS DID NOT FAIL

President Roosevelt and his fellow Democrats did not fail
the farmers. The President promised action and he kept
his promise. He summoned farm leaders of the counfry to
Washington for conferences with him and Secretary of
Agriculture Henry A. Wallace. Three Republican Presidents
from 1921 to 1933 denied the farmers what they asked.
President Roosevelt said to the farmers: “ Tell us what you
want done and we will do it.” The Agricultural Adjustment
Act was written to conform with the ideas of farm leaders.

The Agricultural Adjustment Act became a law on May 12,
1933. In that act Congress declared that an economic emer-
gency existed in part because of the breaking down of farm
prices and resultant disparity between the prices of agri-
cultural and other commodities. Congress declared its
policy to reestablish prices to farmers at a level that would
give agricultural commodities a purchasing power, with re-
spect to articles that farmers buy, equivalent to the purchas-
ing power of agricultural commodities in the pre-war period
of 1909-14.

This readjustment is not complete, but a comparison of
prices in the winter of 1932 to 1933 and the present time
shows how well the program has succeeded.
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In December 1932 the farm price of wheat was 32 cents
a bushel., Today it is 90 cents a bushel,

In December 1932 the farm price of corn was 19 cents a
bushel. Corn actually sold as low as 12, 10, and even 7
cents a bushel, Today it is selling for 85 cents a bushel.

In December 1932 the farm price of cotton was 5 cents a
pound. Today it is 12 cents a pound and prosperity is
returning to the Southern cotton districts.

At the close of 1932 the farmer was receiving the lowest
price in 54 years for his hogs. The Chicago hog market
was $2.73 per hundred pounds. Many farmers in Iowa,
where more hogs are raised than in any other State, sold
hogs for less than 2 cents a pound. Today the Iowa farmer
is getting $9 a hundred pounds for his hogs. !

Prices of other farm products have advanced in compari-
son. In addition to all this, under the provisions of the
Agricultural Adjustment Act hundreds of millions of dollars
have been paid in benefits to agricultural adjustment con-
tract signers. On March 31, 1935, collections of processing
taxes and related funds totaled $777,770,476.76. Payments
to contract signers, administration costs, and refunds up to
the same fime totaled $797,013,505.13.

Processing taxes are an integral and essential part of the
agricultural adjustment program.

The theory of this tax as defined in the Agricultural Ad-
justment Act is based on the belief that farmers should re-
ceive parity prices for their products. The rate of processing
tax is the difference between the current farm price and
parity. Thus in the case of cotton parity was determined at
approximately 16 cents a pound. The present farm price is
slightly under 12 cents a pound. The processing tax of 4.2
cents a pound makes up the difference. The processing tax
on wheat is 30 cents a bushel, and on hogs is $2.25 per hun-
dred pounds.

In their effort to feed the world during the war the
farmers of America brought 40,000,000 acres of new land into
production, and built up an agricultural industry that could
not be effectively reduced by individual action. The process-
ing tax is the means with which the farmers can unite co-
operatively in more than 5,000 production-control associa-
tions in the country to control production effectively to the
end that they may receive parity prices for their products.

BEENEFITS PAID TO FARMERS

Benefits paid to Iowa farmers from processing taxes up to

April 30, 1935, were as follows:

County Total ‘Wheat Corn-hog

Adair_ §800,043.03 | $3,182.91 $8086, 760, 12
Adams. . 555, 532. 63 1,345.78 554, 186, 85
Allamakee 384, B12. 80 1,350.72 383,453, 08
Ap 963, 486.81 | 1,462 12 262, 024, 69
Audubon.__ 718, 746. 02 698. 23 718, 047. 79
B 918, 564. 15 1,884. 41 916, 679. 74
Black Hawk. 751, 253. 20 461. 88 750, 791, 32
ﬁm"ﬂ 660, 545, 94 1,388, 88 665, 457. 06

: 437, 985, 76 415.73 437, 570. 03
Buchanan 657, B37. 92 483, 54 657,354 38
Buena Vista. 848, 725. 19 130. 97 848, 504. 22
Butler__. 676, 611. 99 4. 75 676, 547, M4
Calhoun. 749, 858. 75 864, 62 748, 804. 13
Carroll 604, 395. 20 1, 067. 64 903, 327. 56
Cass 890, 766.73 | 8,001.12 882, 675, 61
Cedar_...... 837, 106. 89 2,024. 30 835, 082, 59
Corro (ordo. . oo e i 647, 736. 88 186. 64 B47, 550. 34
Cherokee. 048, 480. 20 184. 98 48, 205 22
Chickasaw 456, 845, 74 11.76 450, 833. 88
Clarke. 368, 223, 91 482. 56 3867, 741, 35
Clay 734, 920. 83 52.80 734, 868. 03
Clayton £22, 586. 66 1,071 70 821, 514. 96
Clinton 939, 575, 51 4,371. 92 935, 203. 59
Crawford 1, 168, §27. 14 7, 185. 87 1,161, 781. 27
Dallas. 875, 685.72 | 21, 164.86 852, 520. 86
Davis 266, 681, 15 1,227.84 265, 453. 31
Decatur. 411, 243. 75 2, 626. 61 408, 617. 14
Delaware 007, 440.53 | e 697, 449,53
Des Moines 455,662. 53 | 16,196,090 430, 406. 44
Dickinson 427,078. 28 48.20 427, 030. 08
Dubuque. - B48, 421. 44 675. 35 B47, 746. 09
Emmet. . 471,761. 79 1, 380. 37 470, 381, 42
Fayette 701, 234, 08 {oonooooeooe- 701, 234. 09
Flovd 485,760.73 | 1,108.77 484, 660. 96
Franklin.... 845, 961. 09 563. 91 854, 367. 18
Fremont T80, 423.50 | 88,274.70 742,148, 71
Greene 739, 060. 99 425.63 738, 634. 36
Grundy 687, 822, 24 131. 30 687, 600. 04
Guthrie 700, 349. 32 2,240,901 608, 099, 41
Hamilton 828, 015. 22 837.34 828,077.88
Hancock 725, T88. 46 140,34 725,639. 12
Hardin 850, 540. 94 208,21 859,242.73
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County » Total Wheat Corn-hog
Harrison $038, 719. 24 | $38, 584,88 $000, 132. 36
Henry 530, 981. 19 3, 200. 86 527, 620. 33
Howard 868, 212. 35 166. 73 368, 045.
Humboldt. . 607, 068. 19 215. 74 806, 852, 45
Ida.... 751, 291. 46 137.00 751, 154 46
Iowa... 882, 621. 02 5, 540. 95 877, 080. 07
Jackson 504, 435. 87 1,152 85 563, 253, 02
Jasper. . 1,182 570.48 | 12,133.31 1,170,437.17
Jefferson 429, 670,91 1,922.06 427, 748.85
Johnson §28, 633, 01 1,679. 47 925, 253. 54
Jones_ _ 664, 413. 90 469, 51 663, 044. 30
Keokuk 823, 105, 80 2,343. 87 820, 762. 02
Kossuth._.. 1,273, 385. 35 146,01 1,273,238, 4
Sk - 314, 286, 12 T,114.47 307, 17165
Linn 856, 825. 18 83,4 856, 001. TL
Louisa. 470,782.17 | 16,511.05 454 271,12
Lucas 328, 507. 98 863 827,644 48
Lyon. 701, 633. 66 435, 701, 198,07
adison s 780,735.00 | 23,717.13 757, 017. 87
Miahaska, 926, 178. 42 7,182, 018, 906. 22
Marion._. ] T43,776. 14 6,967. 01 738, 809. 13
Marshall e 815, 480. 62 2, 240.80 813, 248.82
Mills 664, 536.70 | 26, 053. 06 638, 533. 64
Mitchell 460,411. 28 522.83 450, 888, 40
Monona 1, 080, 335, 51 | 180, 552. 62 800, 782, 89
Monroe. 308, 887. 26 2,781 08 306, 106. 18
Motgoineey. < L S UL BN 732,308.12 | 14,044.99 718, 853, 13
Muscatine. - 485.611.72 | 6,227.98 479, 383. 76
O'Brien 761, 508. 46 308.29 761, 202,17
Osceola < AB5 201 BT §ose e 485, 201. 37
Page 914,383, 27 | 87, 450. 51 876, 932. 76
Palo Alto_. T28,047.28 3TL 44 728, 675, 82
Plymouth 1, 060, 829. 60 5, 708. 03 1, 055, 121. 68
Pocahont 790, 502. 37 7. 789, 764. 52
Polk. 739,350.80 | 42,278.02 607, 081. 87
Pottawattamie. 1,5387,616.20 | 16,819.91 1, 520, 796. 38
Powesheik . 052, 467. 89 743, 951, 723. 92
Ringgold 484, 442.86 2,07.99 482, 370, 87
Bac 019, 806, 46 330. 919, 565. 83
Beott. 696,512.79 | 22,17L.26 074, 341. 53
Shelby 1,008, 540.51 | 1,138.91 1,007, 401. 60
Sioux_ . 1,034, 110,83 027.14 1,033, 183. 69
Story-. 847, 200. 61 1,993. 53 845, 207. 08
Tama. 068, 578, 02 1, 547. 40 965, 030,
Taylor 527, 235. 70 5, b67. 53 521, 668. 17
Union 441, 928, 53 1,310. 16 440, 618, 37
Van Buren 272,723.04 | 2,200.01 270, 425. 63
Wapello. 414,043.94 | 15,550.72 839,384, 22
arren 784,742.30 | 30,891. 41 753, 850, 89
Washington 872, 905. 21 1,466. 33 871, 438, 88
Wa > 407, 253. 01 858,18 400, 304. 53
‘Webster. 761, 870.02 958. 43 760, 920. 59
Winneb 434, 508, 45 434, 508, 45
Wi hiek 678, 141. 40 842, 04 677, 200. 36
Woodbury. 1,203, 868. 04 | 45, 683.53 1,158, 174. 51
Worth. 415, 533. 00 53. 62 415, 470. 38
Wright 843, 053, 04 199.98 842, 853. 98
Total... 70, 376, 519. 14 | 730, 143. 80 69, 646, 375,34

It will be seen from the above table that agricultural
adjustment contract signers in Iowa were paid $70,376,519.14
in processing-tax land rental and crop adjustment benefits
up to April 30, 1935. In Iowa and throughout the country
every farmer has received two more dollars in price increases
for every dollar that has been paid in processing-tax bene-
fits. In other words, the processing tax has been multiplied
by three in actual benefits to agriculture. All farmers,
whether they have signed crop-adjustment contracts or not,
have shared in the price increases that have been brought
about by the agricultural adjustment program.

In 1932 the gross farm income of the United States was
$4,328,000,000,

In 1933, the first year of the agricultural adjustment pro-
gram, the gross income of American farmers was $5,051,-
000,000, an increase of 17 percent over 1932.

In 1934, the second year of the agricultural-adjustment
program, the gross income of American farmers was $6,100,-
000,000, an increase of 41 percent over 1932.

In 1935 the gross income of American farmers will be still
higher. It is still below what it should be, but it is increas-
ing and will continue to increase until the parity price is
reached if the agricultural adjustment program of Presi-
dent Roosevelt’'s administration is continued.

FARM AND LABOR INCOME EQUAL

Only those who are unsympathetic to the welfare of the
farmer and the country as a whole can logically oppose this
program. It has brought order out of chaos. It has enabled
millions of farmers fo retain their homes and to gradually
regain financial independence. The increased buying power
of agriculture is already reflected in higher factory pay
rolls, increased industrial production, larger sales, and an
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improvement in general business conditions. Over a long
period of years, from 1920 to 1935, farm “income and labor
income have been practically equal in this country. They
rise and fall together, When farm income is high, labor in-
come is high. When farm income is low, labor income is
low. It is to the interest of workers in the cities that farm
incomes increase because their income will increase also.

Action to increase the income of farmers was quick and
effective, once the Agricultural Adjustment Act was enacted.
Under authority granted in the act, the Secretary of Agri-
culture approved an emergency hog-marketing program and
a corn loan program. Under the hog-marketing program
the Government purchased 7,000,000 pigs that would have
flooded the market later as mature fat hogs. Edible meat
that could be salvaged was used for unemployment rerief.
Farmers benefited by an increase in the price of marketable
hogs. Corn that would have been fed at a loss to growing
pigs was saved on the farms.

The corn loan program made it unnecessary for farmers
to sell their corn in order to get money. There was an
abundant supply of corn in most of the Corn Belt during
the winter of 1933-34. In connection with the effort the
Agricultural Adjustment Administration was making to ad-
vance the price of corn it was desirable to keep surplus corn
off the market not only to prevent the market price from
being depressed but also to keep the grain out of the hands
of speculators and on the farms so that farmers might ulti-
mately receive the full increase in price that was to result
from the Agricultural Adjustment program.

With corn selling at approximately 35 cents a bushel in
November 1933, the Secretary of Agriculture announced a
corn loan plan. Corn was sealed on farms and 45 cents a
bushel was loaned to the owners.

The amount of corn loans by States was as follows:

B T W e S e T S e B LSS SR TR S Bl $70, 000
Illinois 31, 100, 000
Indiana - 1, 200, 000
Iowa 57, 150, 000
B I s o i i i o L B s 8 1, 000, 000
Minnesota 5, 500, 000
Missouri 1, 000, 000
Nebraska. 22, 000, 000
Ohio -~ 280, 000
South Dakota s 1, 700, 000

Total 121, 000, 000

a depressed market. Farmers who needed money to pay their
taxes, interest, and living expenses were loaned 10 cents more
a bushel than the market price. Today all those loans have
been paid. Not a dime has been lost by the Government.
This is in sharp contrast to loans that have been made by
the Government for some other purposes since 1929, notably
to certain banks and railroad companies. Millions of bushels
of corn that were sealed on farms has been sold by farmers
at more than 75 cents a bushel. The farmers have paid their
loans and have had 30 cents a bushel in addition.

Approximately $121,000,000 was loaned by the Government
on 267,000,000 bushels of corn during the winter of 1933-34.
A large percent of these loans were made to Iowa farmers.
At the time the loan was announced the farm price of corn
in Iowa was 35 cents a bushel. At the announced expiration
of the loan—July 15, 1934—the price of corn had reached
51 cents a bushel. Millions of bushels- were released upon
payment of the loans. Millions of bushels were resealed for
new loans. The corn loan program for 1934-35 authorized
loans of 55 cents a bushel. Corn thus sealed was in the hands
of thousands of farmers in the drought area last summer and
winter. Their crops burned in the fields, but in many cases
they had corn on which the Government had loaned them
45 or 55 cents a bushel. Thus they had feed for their live-
stock at a reasonable cost, when otherwise they would have
had to pay grain speculators upward of $1 a bushel. If the
corn was not used for feed, farmers had the opportunity to
sell their corn for 70 cents or more a bushel. The profit on
sealed corn above the amount the Government loaned to
Towa farmers was actually more than the farmers received
for their full crop in 1932.
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AMOUNT OF CORN LOANS IN IOWA

The amount of corn loans made in the various counties of
Iowa and the number of borrowers in each county were as
follows:

- County Amoun Numt:;r‘;[
0 e S P R SR e R R e S £525, 000 930
Adams_.__. 233, 000 620
Allam 17, 000 75
Apr 4, 500 17
Audub 430, 000 800
Benton..... 1, 030, 000 1,480
Black Hawk 3815, 000 600
Boone...... 1, 200, 000 1,920
Bremer. 80, 000 250
B 288, 000 870
Buena Vista 1, 000, 000 1, 880
Butler. 354, 000 1, 000
Calhoun 1, 700, 000 2, 990
Carroll.. 1, 018, 000 2,045
Mot L me
R 577, 620
G DO e i et i e met 490, 000 1,010
L9y T R RSV T LB ) gL Tt 675, 000 1,160
Chickasaw...... 122, 000 475
Clarke. 5 = 30, 000 70
Clay. 780, 000 1,450
BT p e O SR R LU TS S P o DA R T 37,000 113
Cll'n ton s, 8] m 000 a70
Crawford A 335, 000 475
Dallas e Ty i o i 1, 335, 000 2,043
Davis 78,000 a7
42, 000 129
167, 000 442
133, 000 2
447,000 795
TIINIIAL o mcii dish f 5, 000 200
2 ranin T ok At =l ] L i ot S A L R A i el 718, 000 1,078
A s L e e 90, 009 238
Floyd 353, 000 887
 p 0 O I I Than= e e S e el 708, 009 1,370
Ly T T AP TR L Lo o 1, 385, 000 137
Greene. 1, 897, 000 2,964
Grundy.. = 718, 000 1,630
Guthrie. __.___ z 623, 000 1, 009
Hamilton. 1, 400, 000 2,060
R B e e e Y 939, 000 1,450
£ | st i S SRR S SRR G S R N IR 700, 000 1,060
H 876, 000 1,210
Henry. 316, 000 455
Howard. . 104, 000 450
Humboldt..._. 005, 000 1,450
Ida..... 920, 000 821
Towa 275, 000 486
Jackson o 77, 000 169
J et T S S SIS T T N RIS 586, 000 780
I flerson 3 97, 000 M8
T 305, 000 476
Jones. . ’ 162, 000 337
Keokuk. 198, 000 511
Kossuth L i 1, 676, 000 3,403
il e e e S 3 48, 000 95
Linn = 406, 000 843
Louisa. 161, 000 23
e e e e e S T 29, 000 63
I e e e S = 702, 000 1,422
Madison 336, 00O 732
Mahaska._ _ 139,000 225
Marion. 95, 000 135
Marshall 700, 000 834
Mills.__ 060, 000 1,680
Mitchell 339, 000 1,045
:' ...... 853, 000 1,220
I = - 6, 000 2
Montgomery.. 682, 000 041
Muscatine. 241, 000 383
(gl B S e SRR SR TR R RS 823,000 1,190
L i L Lt S = 443, 000 T4
by W R tere T e L bl T S iy D i I i 652, 000 978
Palo Alto £ 700, 000 1, 764
sy e NI SER AN | R L IOWT 729, 000 1,210
P R e e 2, 802, 000 2,070
POl e s e e e e 010, 000 1,282
b r Lt T - L e P i Sl i S L R 1, 341, 000 2,622
Toweehlal. oC s et et s i A e 415, 000 654
Ringeold. 1249, 000 465
Bt e e g A Ty S R 1,153, 000 1,410
L e R A B T T e e LR PR TS I 2067, 000 595
Shelby 613,000 1,144
B s S Lt e Rl = P R S TR S T 6035, 000 1,133
Btory % 1, 837, 000 1, 680
o e P S D TS S T 850, 000 1, 254
T e e N e Y 5, 000 193
) R A LS R e TR ST Al S SO 183,000 363
kT e e PR g A R e ey 21, 000 61
P ADel e SR VTSI W A e - 147, 000 125
Warren - e e e S e 167, 000 336
‘Washington.... - 269, 000 630
i Ry W TS L S SR RO 7, 500 30
Webster.__ i 1, 980, 000 2,809
L Sl e e G W LTI NG e TN 356, 000 1,189
i higk a0, 000 114
o o et e R e e I S L 1, 400, 000 2,04
Worth 262, 000 809
Wright._. : 1, 245, 000 1,797
R T S e P L S R e 56, 858, 000 93, 440
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The following table shows the gain realized by farmers of
the various States on sealed corn as a result of the increase
in price between December 15, 1933, and July 15, 1934:

Differ-
Sl L R
ce een ma value,
Btate Dec. 15, | July 15, | Dee. 15, ushels Dec. 15, 1933
1033 (per | 1934 (per | 1933, and sealed to July 15
bushel) | bushel) | July 15, 1934
1834
$0.30 $0. 58 $0.17 155, 555 £26, 444. 35
37 .56 .18 2, 666, 666 400, 999. 88
.39 .M .15 69,111, 111 | 10, 366, 665. 00
.35 5 .16 | 127,000,000 | 20,320,000, 00
87 .56 .19 2,222, 222 422,222.00
% .49 .15 12,222 222 | 1,833,330, 00
.40 .60 20 2,222, 222 444, 444. 00
33 .50 A7 46,888, 888 | 8,311,111 00
.37 .52 W15 3,777,717 566, 666. 00
Total 42,790, 882. 23

Those figures do not show the fotal gain to farmers from
the corn-sealing program. Many farmers did not seal all
their corn. Some farmers sealed none; but all farmers bene-
fited by the price increase that followed, not only in the price
of corn but of livestock and other farm products. The corn-
loan program has been justly acclaimed a great success. It
never could have been or would have been adopted except
for the agricultural adjustment program. Crop loans of
such magnitude are only possible in connection with an effec-
tive program of crop control.

Briefly that is the record of the agricultural program of
the Roosevelt administration from March 4, 1933, to now,
with particular reference to benefits that have accrued to
corn-hog farmers of the Central West. My colleagues from
the cotton, wheat, and tobacco districts have detailed more
completely the benefits that have accrued to the farmers of
their districts.

A. A, A. IS POPULAR WITH FARMERS

The agricultural-adjustment program has been popular
with the farmers. It has been a democratic program from
the start. The farmers told President Roosevelt and Con-
gress what they wanted. It was given to them. Then farm-
ers elected their own representatives in 5,000 crop-control
associations in the country to direct the program. During
the last 8 months almost 3,000,000 farmers have voted in four
referendums to continue the adjustment program. More
than 86 percent of the votes were in favor of the program.

In administering any great comprehensive and far-reach-
ing piece of legislation experience frequently proves that
certain changes would be beneficial. Administration and
enforcement of legislation disclose imperfections. This is
perfectly natural.

It was not to be expected that the Agricultural Adjustment
Act would work out perfectly as first enacted. In the 2 years
since May 12, 1933, some imperfections have been discovered.
It has been determined that some changes and some addi-
tions are desirable. These will make the act more effective
and more beneficial for the farmers of the United States.
At the same time they will not affect unjustly any person or
group of persons in the country.

The amendments to the Agricultural Adjustment Act that
are proposed in the bill now before the House of Representa-
tives will make the act more flexible. They will permit the
use of different plans for different commodities, thus enabling
the plan to be fitted to a particular commodity.

The amendments have two principal purposes. The first
is to continue and make the agricultural adjustment pro-
gram more effective. The second is to make certain that the
program of agricultural adjustment will be carried on within
the powers given Congress under the Constitution as inter-
preted by the Supreme Court in the Schechter case.

The bill provides for “the ever normal granary plan.”
The Government is authorized to purchase agricultural com-
modities- which have been pledged as security for Govern-
ment loans and to use these commodities as payments in
kind to producers who cooperate in the crop adjustment
program. Adequate reserves of food and other agricultural
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products can be maintained in this manner. These reserves
will be effective insurance against unfavorable crop condi-
tions and will tend to prevent such great fluctuations in
prices as have occurred in the past.

The bill sets up a plan for effective marketing agree-
ments and Executive orders to accomplish the object of the
parity price for certfain nonbasic agricultural commodities.
It continues the production-adjustment program for basic
agricultural commodities.

The parity price is redefined in the bill, so as to include
current interest payments per acre on farm indebtedness
secured by real estate and tax payments per acre on farm
real estate. At the present {ime, taxes per acre and mort-
gage interest per acre are probably about 160 to 170 per-
cent of the pre-war level. This method of figuring the
parity price may be expected to give parity standards ap-
proximately 5 percent higher than under the Agricultural
Adjustment Act of 1933.

TARIFF RECEIPTS TO AID FARMERS

The bill authorizes restrictions on imports from abroad
which might threaten the success of the agricultural-
adjustment program. An important addition to the present
Agricultural Adjustment Act authorizes an annual appro-
priation of 30 percent of the gross customs or import duty
receipts of the Government for the use of the Agricultural
Adjustment Administration. Since the farm population of
the United States is roughly 30 percent of the total popu-
lation, this provision will make available for the benefit of
the farmer a sum equivalent to his fair share of tariff
receipts. On the basis of tariff receipts during the last 3
years, it is expected that approximately $100,000,000 annu-
ally will be available for the benefit of farmers.

This fund can be used fo encourage the exportation of
major agricultural commodities and products, to remove ag-
ricultural commodities and products from the normal chan-
nels of trade, to acquire submarginal farming and grazing
lands and retire them from agricultural production, and
to finance acreage and production adjustment benefit pay-
ments of agricultural commodities. The bill is compre-
hensive and far-reaching. It will provide funds for ex-
panding the domestic markets for the fullest utilization of
our agricultural resources and for recapturing foreign mar-
kets wherever possible.

These Agricultural Adjustment Act amendments carry the
new deal’s farm-crop confrols much farther than did the
emergency act of 1933. They are necessary if we propose to
deal with the great basic industry of agriculture with a long-
range view and embrace all of our six and a half million
farmers. :

The Agricultural Adjustment Act has served as a brake
on agricultural overproduction. Last year it retired
36,000,000 acres from production of crops, of which large
surpluses had been accumulated. Farm income has in-
creased $1,772,000,000. A permanent policy must be able
to cope with all possible crop conditions—normal, bumper,
and unfavorable. These amendments will forestall danger
of crop shortages by permitting the Secretary of Agricul-
ture to use rental and benefit payments to increase as well
as to reduce crops. The ever normal granary plan will per-
mit the Government to acquire nonperishable grains and
fibers, such as corn and cofton, and seal them in granaries
on farms or in warehouses as protection against drought or
other crop disasters. Under this plan the Government can
maintain reserves without being forced to dump them as it
did wheat under the old Farm Board scheme.

These amendments will safeguard the Agricultural Ad-
justment Act of 1933. They will extend its usefulness and
provide programs flexible enough to continue and maintain
the rehabilitation of American agriculture., The bill was
ready for action by the House of Representatives 2 weeks
ago, but was sent back to the Agricultural Committee for
further study after the Supreme Court handed down its
decision on N. R. A. codes. It is the opinion of attorneys
for the Government that the provisions of the bill now con-
form to requirements laid down by the Supreme Court in
the Schechter poultry case.
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ADMINISTERED BY TWO IOWANS

The Agricultural Adjustment Act has been administered,
and these amendments proposed in this bill will be admin-
istered, by two Iowa men of great ability, the distinguished
Secretary of Agriculture, Henry A. Wallace, and the Admin-
istrator of the Agricultural Adjustment Act, Chester C.
Davis. Secretary Wallace and Mr, Davis are native Iowans.
The distinguished Secretary is a graduate of Iowa State
College, which is located in my congressional district. It
is one of the great if not the greatest agricultural college
in the world. Mr. Davis is a graduate of Grinnell College,
a great institution located only a few miles from my con-
gressional district. Both of these men knew farming and
farm problems as young boys. They have given their lives
to the service of agriculture.

Before coming to Washington, Secretary Wallace was
editor of a great farm journal that has been published by
three generations of the Wallace family. For many years he
has been known as a scholarly student of agriculture, eco-
nomics, and other scientific problems. He owns and operates
a grain and dairy farm, located near Des Moines. He knows
the farm problem from personal contact with farmers and
from personal experience. The interest of the common man
is close to his heart, because he is a common man himself.

Many of the provisions of the Agricultural Adjustment
Act were written as the fruit of ideas that were born in the
brain of Henry A. Wallace and that he had given publicity to
in the editorial columns of his farm journal. Henry A. Wal-
lace conferred with Franklin D. Roosevelt on agricultural
matters during the campaign of 1932. Henry A. Wallace
was summoned to Warm Springs, Ga., after the election, to
discuss proposed agricultural legislation with the President-
elect. Henry A. Wallace has the confidence of farm people.
When he was named Secretary of Agriculture, the farmers
of America knew that their hopes were to be realized if
within the poscibility of human endeavor. If there is one
man more than any other who should be given the credit
for the inception, the development, the administration, and
the success of the agricultural adjustment program, it is the
distinguished Secretary of Agriculture, Henry A. Wallace.

Chester C. Davis has toiled at the Secretary’s side. While
the Secretary has been busy with the multitude of official
duties of his office, Chester C. Davis has given undivided at-
tention to the agricultural adjustment program. His sympa-
thetic understanding of the farm problems and his great
administrative ability have made the Agricultural Adjust-
ment Act a virile, living thing, that has meant financial sal-
vation for millions of American farmers and given them
new hope for the future.

Mr. Speaker, this session of Congress has had before it
many bills of importance to the people of the entire Nation,
but no bill that has been before this Congress up to the
present hour is of greater importance, not only to the peo-
ple of the agricultural districts of this country but to the
people of the entire Nation, than the pending bill amend-
ing the Agricultural Adjustment Act.

This bill is important because our agricultural interests
want and need the extension of the benefits of the Agricul-
tural Adjustment program. This bill is important to those
representing industrial districts for the simple reason that
industry in this Nation cannot recover, cannot prosper un-
less the agricultural interests of this country likewise recover
and prosper.

Two years and a half ago, I saw corn shoveled into the
furnaces and stoves of homes and public buildings in the
State of Iowa—corn that had been offered for sale or had
been sold at 10 cents or less a bushel. Farmers who re-
ceived such prices for the things they raise and produce
cannot purchase the things that are produced by industry
and labor. It seems to me self-evident, therefore, that if
we are to have industrial recovery we must have agricultural
recovery. On the other hand, if we are to have agricultural
recovery in this country, we must have industrial recovery.
The farmer cannot sell the things he produces for a fair and
reasonable price unless labor is employed at reasonable
wages and unless business is receiving a fair and just income
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upon the amount of money honestly and prudently invested
in that business.

So, Mr. Speaker, I hope no Member from any agricultural
district and no Member from any industrial distriect will
vote against this bill. It is my opinion that this legislation
is not only in the interest of the farmer but in the interest
of commerce, in the interest of labor, and in the interest of
the entire Nation.

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, that this is legislation in the
immediate interest and for the benefit of the farmers of the
country in general nobody can deny.

None the less, I am further convinced that the legislation is
designed to favorably affect our entire population.

The repeated assertion that the enactment of this pro-
posed legislation would increase the cost of living may be
justified to a small extent; but I have always believed, as
now, that if we increase the purchasing power of the farm-
ers it will help all, and this has been proved by the increased
demand of farmers for manufactured articles, which in turn
benefits the workers.

Agriculture is the oldest occupation of man. Agriculture
is the pillar of our permanent prosperity. TUnless the farmer
receives a fair return for his products, our whole social struc-
ture is irremediably out of joint. Give agriculture a fair
return for its products, and its increased purchasing power
will cause the wheels of industry to hum like music to the
ears of workers in industry and industrialists, and no com-
plaint will be heard from any constructive source about a
small increase in the cost of living.

We must use in some quantity all the products of agri-
culture, while agriculturists without money can fairly well,
though not comfortably, exist without many products of
industry; therefore, it plainly follows that our first desid-
eratum should be, in evolving a scheme to benefit all, to help
the farmer. The pending legislation will undoubtedly help
agriculture.

Mr. Speaker, I recognize that the pending bill contains
provisions that I wish could be avoided; but, after all, we
must face the iron fact that all legislation is to a degree a
compromise between clashing aspirations and conflicting
attitudes. We cannot please all who would like to go fur-
ther than this bill goes or who would eliminate some of its
provisions.

Naturally, there are some Republicans and even some Dem-
ocrats who are opposed to this proposed measure, but, every-
thing considered, I am confident that most Members of
broad and penetrating experience and enlightened vision will
ultimately conclude that the pending bill is fair and deserves
the support and active encouragement of all well-meaning
Members.

When some of our Republican friends who are obstruc-
tively opposing this legislation reach home and feel the
throbbing pulse of their constituencies they will want to
claim credit for aiding in the adoption of this wholesome
legislation.

Of those who for partisan advantage criticize almost every
effort of the present Democratic majority, I need say little.
They identify themselves readily. Their carpings will not
avail, regardless of the number of “ grass roots ” conferences
they may hold and the amount of misinformation they may
try to feed their constituencies. The enlightened, the think-
ing people of this Nation will remember the years 1930, 1931,
and 1932, and with gratitude the improvement in our national
life effected since the election of President Roosevelt and the
Democratic Congress.

Mr, Speaker, as a Member from the great State of Illi-
nois, in whose capital the so-called “ grass roots” parley
was held, I have taken careful notice of the 18 points or
grievances that parley set forth. This is a forerunner of
what they feel will aid them in their campaign, from now up
to the date of election in 1936 in their attempt to regain
control that was, happily for our common country, wrested
from unfaithful, incompetent, short-sighted hands."

I believe it would have been of real interest to the Ameri-
can people if the leaders of the “ grass roots ” parley should
bave familiarized the Nation with their real motive, whom
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they actually represented, and where the money to defray
the expenses of that conference came from.

That gathering must at once appear as a most ridiculous
attempt by “ has-beens” and repudiated leaders to regain
the saddle. It is interesting, yes, amusing, and farcical. We
all recognize that the leaders of the Republican Party will
shortly be charged with having pulled a great boner. It
will open the eyes of the American people to the desperate
chance the “ grass rooters ” are taking in an effort to block,
in the first place, the pending wholesome legislation, and,
next, to effect their desire to continue to serve the special
interests, as in the past.

Unfortunately for them, when they selected Springfield,
the capital of our State, the home of Abraham Lincoln, they
committed the most colossal blunder in the selection of a
vantage ground from which to assail President Roosevelt in
connection with his interview in regard to the decision of
the Supreme Court in the National Industrial Recovery Act
case. Had they possessed a modicum of intelligence, or
recalled simple history, Springfield, the home of Lincoln,
would have been the last place for them to meet, because
this great man in no uncertain terms in the Dred Scott case
made clear that the American people had rights of which
even the Supreme Court could not deprive them. I remember
that a majority of these gentlemen are the same men who
assailed all of those advocating the repeal of the eighteenth
amendment as nullifiers, but notwithstanding these ridiculous
charges the country by an overwhelming majority did vote
to repeal the Prohibition Act. And notwithstanding it had
been held constitutional by the Supreme Court and not-
withstanding it took away police powers from the respective
States. The founding fathers, who gave Congress the legis-
lative power, the President the executive power, and the Su-
preme Court the judicial power, never intended to vest all
of these powers in one arm of government—the judiciary.
True, today we have many so-called “ judge-made” laws
forced upon us by legal technicians and the beneficiaries of
special interests never contemplated by the framers of the
Constitution.

In view of the contemptible manner in which the “ grass
rooters ” have assailed President Roosevelt and his worthy
and successful efforts for the Nation, I feel that the Congress
should know the leaders of the “grass roots” movement,
especially some of those who are responsible for the ridicu-
lous, unfair, and unwarranted charges against President
Roosevelt and the Democratic Congress, and who would
admit, if they were honest, that only the strenuous and
courageous efforts of the Congress and legislation of his
initiation saved us, as many believe, from revolutionary
troubles.

I have many times portrayed conditions that existed in
1930, 1931, and 1932, when 80 percent of our plants, fac-
tories, banks, and other businesses closed and 16,000,000
willing workers were unemployed; when it became necessary
for the Federal Government to advance money to munici-
palities and States to feed the hungry—yes, starving—un-
employed, as contrasted with conditions of today. Therefore
I need not restate those unhappy conditions. All those con-
ditions were known to these leaders of the “grass roots”
conference, and especially to the keynoter, that feeble old
man, ex-Governor Lowden, who permitted himself to be
used by such other ex-Republican officeholders as ex-
Senator Deneen; ex-Senator Glenn; ex-chairman of the
Illinois Commerce Commission, Frank L. Smith; Mr. Doyle;
Mr. Brooks; and many others who are today drawing—
thanks fo Republican Federal judges—large, unwarranted
salaries as useless receivers and attorneys for receivers that
they themselves helped to create.

In a futile effort to cause thinking and injured persons
to forget that misrule, inefficiency, unconscionably sharp
business practices, and machinations that effected the great-
est catastrophe in the history of this or any other country,
they hide behind the Constitution and the doctrine of State
rights. Unfortunately they have the same regard for the
Constitution and State rights as they have had for the
general welfare of our citizenry, which regard is nil. They
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fatuously hope that they may by this hue and cry “stand by
the Constitution” and “respect State rights”, again de-
ceive the voters. I am convinced, though, that the vast ma-
jority of the American people will not be misled by them.

The “ grass rooters” have in stentorian tones guoted the
Founding Fathers and that great Southerner, Calhoun, in
connection with the Constitution and State rights.

Let me for a moment, please, hark back to the pronounce-
ments of some of the Founding Fathers. And I shall rely
chiefly upon Washington, the founder of the Republic, Jef-
ferson, the fountain of its idealism, and Lincoln, the exemplar
of its magnanimity and the preserver of its internal unity.

Both Washington and Jefferson anticipated “ periodic re-
pairs.” It was the wise and immortal Washington, standing,
ga a.bllva.ys, foursquare to all the winds that blow, who said

The warmest friends and the best supporters the Constitution
has do not contend that it is free from imperfections; but they
found them unavoidable and are sensible; if evil is likely to arise
therefrom, the remedy must come hereafter.

Again, it was Jefferson, that stalwart opponent of a central-
ized government, who said, in a letter dated July 12, 1816,
to Samuel Eercheval, on the Constitution:

Bome men look at constitutions with sanctimonious reverence,
and deem them like the Ark of the Covenant, too sacred to be
touched. They ascribe to the men of the preceding age a wisdom
more than human, and suppose what they did to be beyond amend-
ment. I knew that age well; I belonged to it, and labored with it.
It deserved well of its country. It was very like the present, but
without the experience of the present; and 40 years of experience in
government is worth a century of book-reading and this they would
say themselves, were they to rise from the dead. I am certainly
not an' advocate for frequent and untried changes in laws and
constitutions, I think moderate imperfections had better be borne
with; because, when once known, we accommodate ourselves to
them, and find practical means of correcting their ill effects. But
I know also, that laws and institutions must go hand in hand with
the progress of the human mind. As that becomes more de-
veloped, more enlightened, as new discoveries are made, new truths
disclosed, and manners and opinions change with the change of
circumstances, institutions must advance also, and keep pace with
the times. We might as well require a man to wear still the coat
which fitted him when a boy as civilized society to remain ever
under the regimen of their ®* * * ancestors. * * * Each
generation is as independent as the one preceding, as that was of
all which had gone before. It has then, like them, a right to
choose for itself the form of government it believes most promo-
tive of its own happiness; consequently, to accommodate to the
circumstances in which it finds itself, that received from its
predecessors; and it is for the peace and good of mankind that a
solemn opportunity of doing this * * * should be provided
by the Constitution; so that it may be handed on, with periodical
repairs, from generation to generation, to the end of time, if
an human can so long endure. * * * This corporeal
globe, and everything upon it, belong to its present corporeal
inhabitants, during their generation. They alone have a right
to direct what is the concern of themselves alone, and to declare
the law of that direction. * * * If this avenue be shut
to the call of sufferance, it will make itself heard through that of
force, and we shall go on, as other nations are going, in the end-
less circle of oppression, rebellion, reformation; and oppression,
rebellion, reformation, again; and so on forever.

In conclusion let me briefly quote an extract from the
immortal President and founder of the Republican Party,
Lincoln, in his debate with Douglas concerning the Dred
Scott decision. He said:

We believe as much as Judge Douglas (perhaps more) in obedi-
ence to and respect for the judicial department of Government.
We think its decision on constitutional questions, when fully
settled, should control not only the particular cases decided but
the general policy of the country, subject to be disturbed only by
amendments of the Constitution as provided in that instrument
itself. More than this would be revolution. But we think the
Dred Scott decision is erroneous. We know the Court that made
it has often overruled its own decisions, and we shall do what
we can to have it overrule this.

To strengthen his position Lincoln quoted President Jack-
son in connection with Jackson’s veto of an act of Congress,
as follows:

If the opinion of the Supreme Court covered the whole ground
of this act it ought not to control the coordinate authorities of
this Government. The Congress, the Executive, and the Court
must, each for itself, be guided by its own opinion of the Consti-
tution. Each public officer who takes an oath to support the
Constitution swears that he will support it as he understands it
and not as it is understood by others.
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I am sure that if Lincoln were alive he would resent and
condemn the action of the “ grass roots ” leaders and whole~
heartedly approve the humane policies and practices of
President Franklin D. Roosevelt. Against the words of the
four great and good Americans, Washington, Jefferson,
Jackson, and Lincoln, I have quoted, we have the ex-
Republican officeholders trying to create damaging prejudice
against President Roosevelt. Whom shall we believe, the
“ grass rooters” and has-beens, who desire at any cost to
regain with all fours the trough of Hoover, or the words of
men who will stand for countless centuries as exponents of
real and constructive wisdom?™

NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD

Mr. O'CONNOR, from the Committee on Rules, reported
the following privileged resolution for printing in the Recorp:

House Resolution 263

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this resolution it shall be
in order to move that the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the consideration
of 8. 1958, a bill to promote equality of bargaining power between
employers and employees, to diminish the causes of labor disputes,
to create a National Labor Relations Board, and for other purposes,
and all points of order against said bill are hereby waived. That
after general debate, which shall be confined to the bill and shall
continue not to exceed 3 hours, to be equally divided and con-
trolled by the Chairman and ranking minority member of the
Committee on Labor, the bill shall be read for amendment under
the 5-minute rule. At the conclusion of the reading of the bill for
amendment the Committee shall rise and report the bill to the
House with such amendments as may have been adopted, and the
previous question shall be considered as ordered on the bill and the
amendments thereto to final passage without intervening motion,
except one motion to recommit, with or without instructions.

Mr. SNELL, Is it the intention to bring up that bill to-
morrow?

Mr. O'CONNOR. I understand it is the plan to bring up
the Wagner-Connery labor-disputes bill tomorrow.

PARTICIPATION OF THE UNITED STATES IN TEXAS CENTENNIAL
EXPOSITION

Mr. O'CONNOR, from the Committee on Rules, reported
the following privileged resolution for printing in the Recorp:

House Resolution 264

Resolved, That immediately upon the adoption of this resolution
it shall be in order to move that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the
consideration of Senate Joint Resolution No. 131, a joint resolution
providing for the participation of the United States in the Texas
Centennial Exposition and Celebrations to be held in the State of
Texas during the years 1935 and 1936, etc. That after general
debate, which shall be confined to the joint resolution and shall
continue not to exceed 2 hours, to be equally divided and controlled
by the chairman and ranking minority member of the Committee
on Foreign Affairs, the joint resclution shall be read for amend-
ment under the 5-minute rule. At the conclusion of the consid-
eration of the joint resolution for amendment the Committee shall
rise and report the same to the House with such amendments as
may have been adopted, and the previous question shall be con-
sidered as ordered on the joint resolution and amendments thereto
to final passage without intervening motion except ona motion to
recommit, with or without instructions.

Mr. O'CONNOR. Mr, Speaker, the rule just presented isin
place of a rule presented the other day in which there were
some errors. I ask unanimous consent that a similar resolu-
tion, House Resolution 257, may be laid on the table.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

NATIONAL MEMORIAL MILITARY PARK IN VICINITY OF KENNESAW
MOUNTAIN

Mr. HILL of Alabama. Mr. Speaker, I call up the con-
ference report upon the bill (H. R. 59) to create a national
memorial military park at and in the vicinity of Kennesaw
Mountain, in the State of Georgia, and for other purposes.

The Clerk read the conference report.

The conference report and statement are as follows:

CONFERENCE REPORT

The commitiee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R.
69) to create a national memorial military park at and in the
vicinity of Eenesaw Mountain in the State of Georgia, and for
other purposes, having met, after full and free conference, have
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agremi:r 3 to recommend and do recommend to their respective Houses
as follows:
That the Senate recede from its amendment.
JoHN J. McSwAIN,
LisTer Hinw,
Harry C. RANSLEY,
Managers on the part of the House.
MORRIS SHEPPARD,
Duncan U. FLETCHER,
RoBERT D. CAREY,
Managers on the part of the Senate.

STATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House, having met in full and
free conference with like managers on the part of the Senate con-
stituting the committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses on the amendment of the Senate to H. R
leave to submit the following statement:

The Senate amendment consisted of striking out certain lan-
guage authorizing the Secretary of the Interior to purchase addi-
tional lands in order to round out and complete the area of the
Eennesaw Mountain Battlefield Park, if said lands could be pur-
chased at reasonable prices, and if the prices demanded be unrea-
sonable in the opinion of the Secretary of the Interior, then that
the Secretary of the Interior be authorized to exercise the right of
eminent domain and to condemn such parcel or parcels of land as
he deem necessary in order to complete and round out the area of
said battlefield park. As a result of the conference, the Senate
agreed to recede from its said amendment, and the language of the
bill will remain as it was when the bill passed the House.

JoHN J. McSwaAlN,

LisTer HiLr,

Harry C. RANSLEY,
Managers on the part of the House,

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the con-
ference report.

The conference report was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the table.

COLUMEIA INSTITUTION FOR THE DEAF

Mr. PALMISANO. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
for the immediate consideration of the bill (S. 1180) to
amend section 4865 of the Revised Statutes, as amended.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Maryland?

There being no objection, the Clerk read the bill, as
follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the number of beneficiaries from the
several Btates and Territories authorized by section 4865 of the
Revised Statutes, as amended, for admission to the collegiate de-

partment of the Columbia Institution for the Deaf, be, and it
hereby is, increased from 125 to 145.

The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion to reconsider was laid
on the table,

DURHAM COUNTY, N. C.

Mr. UMSTEAD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
for the immediate consideration of the bill (H. R. 7374) to
amend section 98 of the Judicial Code to provide for the
inclusion of Durham County, N. C., in the middle district of
North Carolina, and for other purposes.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present con-
sideration of the bill?

Mr. SNELL. Mr, Speaker, reserving the right to object,
as I understand from the gentleman from North Carolina,
this is a matter of local convenience and is entirely satis-
factory to the people in that part of the State?

Mr. UMSTEAD. The gentleman is correct.

Mr. MOTT. May I ask the gentleman on what subject
this bill bears?

Mr. UMSTEAD. It is for the purpose of transferring a
county from one judicial district to the other. There are
three Federal judicial districts in the State of North Caro-
lina. This bill transfers the county of Durham, which is
my home country, from the eastern district to the middle
district and is by the unanimous consent of the bar of that
county.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consid-
eration of the bill?

There being no objection, the Clerk read the bill, as
follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That section 98 of the Judicial Code, as
amended (U. 8. C. Bupp. VII, title 28, sec. 179), is amended
(1) by striking out “ Durham ”, in the second paragraph thereof,
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and (2) by inserting " Durham ”, immediately after the comma
following the word “Davie” in the fourth paragraph of such
section.

Sec. 2. The act entitled “An ect to provide for the times and
places for holding court for the eastern district of North Caro-
lina ", approved May 10, 1928, as amended (U. 8. C., Supp. VII, title
28, sec. 179a), is amended (1) by striking out “ at Durham on the
first Mondays in March and September; ”, and (2) by amending
the second proviso to read as follows: “And provided further,
That at Wilson it shall be made incumbent upon that place to
provide suitable facilities for holding the court.”

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third
time, was read the third time, and passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table.

A SHAMELESS DESECRATION

Mr. CULKIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. CULKIN. Mr. Speaker, I wish to call the attention of
the House to something that concerns every American, es-
pecially in these days of stress and difficulty. I refer to the
causes that are contributing to the break-down of the morale
of the American people,

One of them is the shameless abuse of the radio broad-
casting. When the eighteenth amendment was repealed we
were assured that the bar was gone and that the ligquor
interests had learned their lesson. Despite these promises
the bar is back and thousands of people are being killed on
the highways through the operation of cars by drunken
drivers. In addition to that there comes over the radio
nightly a glorification of booze. This goes into the homes
of our people, where children and youths are indoctrinated
with the fictitious merits of “ John Barleycorn.” I have
introduced a bill today which will prohibit the sending of
this destructive antisocial advertising into the homes of
America. I invite the sympathetic support of the Members
of the House,

At this time I particularly wish to call the attention of
the House to the fact that this group of advertisers, who
are trying to make the youth of America “alcohol con-
scious ”, have no respect for American tradition, however
sacred. A national broadcast on last Tuesday night used
Lincoln’s Gettysburg Address as a medium for this nefarious
practice.

I have filed a protest with our former colleague the
Chairman of the Communications Commission, Hon. Anning
8. Prall, and am appending it and his answer hereto.

JUNE 6, 1935.
Hon. ANNING S. PRALL,
Chairman Federal Communications Commission,
Washington, D. C.

My Dear CommissioNER: On Tuesday night of this week I had
the misfortune to be listening in on a Nation-wide broadcast which
came from Hollywood and was made by one Ben Bernie.

He was indoctrinating the youth of the country on the ficti-
tious merits of alcohol and used as his vehicle a paraphrase of
Lincoln’s Gettysburg Address. There is no spoken word in the
English tongue more beautiful in thought and expression than
this same brief but matchless oration. I have seen it stated that
it is the first classic of the English tongue. This musical mounte-
bank paraphrased the Gettysburg Address into an appeal to the
country to drink a certain brand of beer. He mutilated the address
to this end and subjected it to his misplaced and vulgar comedy.

I realize that you have no power of censorship over these sta-
tions, but you do have the right to refuse to issue a license, Can-
not this power be exercised in some way so that this shameless

ormance will not be repeated?
With regards, I am very sincerely yours,
Francrs D, CULKIN,
Member Congress, Thirty-second District, New York.

FepErAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION,
June 12, 1935.
Hon. Francis D. CULKIN,
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.

My Desr CoNGRESSMAN CULKIN: The receipt is acknowledged of
your letter of June 6, 1935, making reference to a broadcast over
a Hollywood station by Ben Bernie.

With regard therefo, you are advised that although the Commis-
sion may not take any action directly or indirectly to censor
programs broadcast by radio staticns, the Commission has the
power to -take into consideration the past activities of stations
when acting upon their applications for renewal of license.

This matter is being given appropriate attention by the law
department of the Commission. In order to aid it in this work,
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the Commission will appreciate your advice as to the station or
stations which, to your knowledge, have carried the program in
question.
Sincerely yours,
AxNmvG 8. PraLL, Chairman.

I am confident that under the administration of Chairman
Prall every effort will be made fo make the radio a con-
structive, educational force which will preserve and protect
our best traditions. A continuation of the present type of
advertising will lead the Nation into economic and moral
confusion,

THE PRICE WE PAY

Mr. KLEBERG. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the Recorp and to include therein a
very short editorial by a young man whom I have known since
early childhood. This editorial was printed in a Texas paper,
and the editor’s name is Dale Miller. -

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. KLEBERG. Mr. Speaker, under the leave to extend
my remarks in the Recorp, I include the following short
editorial by Dale Miller in the Texas Weekly:

THE FRICE WE PAY

By Dale Miller in Texas Weekly

The elaborate bureau set up in Washington to undertake the
expenditure of the work-relief fund recently made available by
Congress is all set now to “divy up” the $4.800,000,000 among
the States. Each State recelves an allotment determined by its
proportionate number on relief. The total number on relief in
the United States is 4,584,657 families, which means that;, in the
sixth year of the depression, about 1 out of every 6 persons in the
United States is dependent on his Government for subsistence.

Big figures such as these are probably so familiar to everybody
these days that they evoke only yawns whenever they are pha=-
lanxed together to describe another adventure in Government,
and perhaps one should not have the temerity at this late hour
to view them with alarm. The idea is, of course, that the expen-
diture of this huge sum will prime the pump, and the wheels
of prosperity will begin to turn. So the prevailing mood is one
of complacency.

But somehow we cannot forget that this same complacency
awaited the 15-cent cotton that the passage of the Bankhead Law
was to have made possible before August of last year, nor can we
forget that this same complacency awaited the employment of
6,000,000 persons which was to have been made possible by Labor
Day through the enactment of the N. R. A. 2 years ago. One after
another the bubbles burst, and one after another we blow them
brighter still.

This is not to deplore the passage of the work-relief bill. It is
to deplore only the persistent shortsightedness of those in author-
ity, which makes inevitable the perpetuation of conditions so
grievous that expedients like the work-relief bill must be continu-
ally resorted to. Why must the roots of the depression—the
stagnation of world commerce—remain persistently ignored?

Look at the South: In the 10 cotton States $868,300,000 will be
spent to provide subsistence for 946,800 familles on relief. In Texas
£203,700,000 will be spent to take care of 240,860 families. Can it
be presumed for a moment that priming the pump will give these
unfortunate people permanent jobs in a domestic economic system
when they never held such jobs even in the Nation's most pros-
perous years? The jobs held in the cotton fields have for decades
been supplied more by the world outside the United States than by
the United States itself.

It is a terrific price we are paying for the truth about simple
things. :

VETO

Mr. FENERTY. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my own remarks in the Recorp and to include therein
a speech delivered by myself.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. FENERTY. Mr. Speaker, under leave to extend my
remarks, I include the following poem, composed by me,
as part of an address I delivered at the annual dinner
of the Clair Post of the American Legion at the Broadwood
Hotel in Philadelphia on Memorial Day:

VETO
O, 'twas torture and pain from Marne to Alsne,
And cold in a dugout deep;
And the persifiage of a foe's barrage
Playfully courting sleep;
When the sad-eyed dawn said night was gone,
Then we looked for our—something canned,
There was never a chef in the A. E. F,,
Over on No Man’s Land,




And when the machine guns went rat-a-tat-tat,
Nobody tried to put a veto on that!

We couldn't complain of the freezing rain
When we lived and squirmed in mud,

'Tis only & breath from life to death,
When soixante-quinzes thud;

Not a drop half clean in the caked canteen,
With the devil in chief command,

As we slept with a scowl near a rodent foul,
Over on No Man's Land.

And still the guns went rat-a-tat-tat,
Nobody thought to put a veto on that!

It was insect bite and hellish fight,
Smothered in chlorine drear,

Then over the top and a sudden stop,
And your throat felt somewhat queer,

Then a stretcher, too, with a dead poilu,
And a space where he used to stand,

Yes, and stifled cries and tear-dimmed eyes,
Over on No Man’s Land.

Then once again went the rat-a-tat-tat,
Nobody ever put a veto on that!

It was over and back with a heavy pack,
And a sniff of mustard gas,
With bayonet, spade, and hand grenade
“ Dig in!—they must not pass!"
So we fought and fought, great God! we fought
As long as our legs could stand,
Till the crimson flood of our comrades' blood
Was the price of No Man’s Land.

Ten and seven years later no fireside chat
Can make us forget there’s no veto on thatl

NATURALIZATION OF ALIEN VETERANS

Mr. DICKSTEIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to take from the Speaker’s table the bill (H. R. 2739) to ex-
tend further time for naturalization to alien veterans of the
World War under the act approved May 25, 1932 (47 Stat.
165), to extend the same privileges to certain veterans of
countries allied with the United States during the World
War, and for other purposes, with a Senate amendment, and
concur in the Senate amendment.

The Clerk read the Senate amendment, as follows:

Page 1, line 8, strike out “ 1936 ” and insert “ 1937."”

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the right to object
to ask a question or two of the gentleman from New York.

Some of the gentlemen who are opposed to this resolu-
tion are not here at the present time, and I am sorry the
gentleman has brought the matter up. I should like fo
know just how far this bill goes in letting in other people.

Mr. DICKSTEIN. This bill will not let anybody in from
abroad; this simply provides a short form of naturalization
for men who served in the World War and who were in this
country at that time and are here now. It does not affect
any Chinese or Japanese. They are all white people, and
the bill simply extends the law that expired in 1932 in order
to give these veterans of the World War the right to become
naturalized, without any redtape, until May 25, 1937.

Mr. SNELL. Why should a man who served under a
foreign flag have any special right to become an American
citizen?

Mr. DICKSTEIN. Because at the time war was declared
there were a number of aliens legally in the United States,
like a number of Polish young men and men from other
countries, who joined to fight with the Allies in the common
cause for which America fought. In other words, when we
did not take these men they joined with their own folks,
with whom we were allies.

Mr. SNELL. How many men are affected?

Mr. DICKSTEIN. Less than 1,000.

Mr. KENNEY. I may say to the gentleman there are
some substantial citizens who have come to this country
since the war who lived here before the war. They volun-
teered to serve with their own armies at the outbreak of
the war. They have come back here and now these men,
especially the Polish veterans—and there is no higher type
of man in this country—have recently formed an organiza-
tion of their own in which these men are grouped together,
and they want to take advantage of this provision. It was
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not known to some of them that they could have availed
themselves of the law as it stood.

Mr. SNELL. Why should they not come in under the
regular law?

Mr. DICKSTEIN. They are legally in the counfry in the
regular way.

Mr. SNELL. Why do they not become naturalized in the
usual way?

Mr. DICKSTEIN. Because they would have to wait after
they file their declarations of intention for 2 years and pay
a fee of $12 or $14.

Mr. CARTER. Mr, Speaker, reserving the right to object,
are minority members of the committee present and did
they know that this matter was going to be brought up
today?

Mr. DICESTEIN. The committee has reported this out
favorably.

Mr. CARTER. Where are the minority members of the
committee?

Mr. DICKSTEIN, I simply want the gentleman to take
my word for the fact that the committee unanimously re-
ported out the bill. The American Legion appeared before
the committee and unanimously favored it, and the Veterans
of Foreign Wars also favored it. Every group and organ-
ization of this kind has favored the legislation. It was
passed in the House unanimously the last time it was up,
and it passed the Senate unanimously. It only affects about
1,000 veterans who served in the war and who are legally in
this country.

Mr. CARTER. The gentleman has stated the committee
acted on the original bill. Has the committee acted on the
amendment?

Mr. DICKSTEIN. The committee has agreed to the
amendment which only extends the date from 1936 to 1937.
Originally, the committee fixed the date at 1937 and then we
eliminated that and now the Senate has put it back. This
will clear up all the veterans of the World War.

Mr. CARTER. Who is the ranking minority member of
the gentleman’s committee?

Mr, DICKSTEIN. The gentleman from Tennessee [Mr,
TAYLOR].

Mr. MOTT. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, I
should like to ask the gentleman why these people who now
want to become citizens and who were in the Army should
have any different privilege in that regard than aliens who
served in the Army and who were denied citizenship 10 or
15 years ago and who had to wait the regular period of time
and go through the regular formalities required of all aliens.

Mr. DICKSTEIN. I am afraid the gentleman has not
read the bill.

Mr. MOTT. Yes; I have read it.

Mr. DICKSTEIN. The bill refers to people who are in this
country legally and has nothing whatever to do with immi-
gration.

In 1917, for instance, there were a number of Poles who
volunteered for service in the American Army. The Ameri-
can Army refused to take them at the time of the first draft
and then they joined their foreign service and went over on
the other side to fight with our Allies and now they have
been back here legally for years. This bill has nothing to
do with immigration.

Mr. MOTT. I understand that, but I may say to the
gentleman that for the last 10 years aliens who served in the
American Army have been denied the right to become citi-
zens in this way. They have had to go through the same
procedure that anybody else followed, and why, after 15 or
16 years, should these few be given a special privilege?

Mr. DICKSTEIN. This applies to all of them.

This bill benefits aliens who served in the American Army,
Navy, and other American armed forces, and also benefits
aliens who served in the armed forces of countries with
whom the United States was an ally in the World War, for
4 common cause.

Aliens who served in the armed forces under the American
flag have been given the benefit of & short form of naturali-
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zation without fees ever since they were in the service up
to May 25, 1934, on which date the act of May 25, 1932,
expired.

Previously, our own veterans have been granted a short
form under the acts of May 9, 1918, of July 19, 1919, of May
26, 1926, of March 4, 1929, of March 3, 1931, and May 25,
1932. All of these previous acts gave benefits to alien veter-
ans who were in the United States and they were not immi-
gration measures, just as this present bill is not an immi-
gation measure.

Under the provisions of this bill as amended by the Senate
the benefits would accrue only in cases where the formal
petition for certificate of cifizenship is filed with the court
prior to May 25, 1937, and for that period amends and ex-
tends the pertinent section of the act approved May 25, 1932.

Mr. O'MALLEY, Regular order, Mr. Speaker,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

The Senate amendment was concurred in.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the table.

REVISED EDITION, HINDS' PRECEDENTS

Mr. LAMBETH. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
for the present consideration of the bill (H. R. 8297) to
amend so much of the First Deficiency Appropriation Act,
fiscal year 1921, approved March 1, 1921, as relates to the
printing and distribution of a revised edition of Hinds’ Par-
liamentary Precedents of the House of Representatives,
which I send to the desk and ask to have read.

The Clerk read as follows: ;

Be it enacted, ete., That so much of the First Deficiency Appro-
priation Act, fiscal year 1921 (41 Stat. 1181), approved March 1,
1821, as relates to the printing and distribution of a revised edi-
tion of Hinds' Parliamentary Precedents of the House of Repre-
sentatives, is hereby amended to read as follows:

“That Hinds’ Parliamentary Precedents of the House of Repre-
gentatives of the United States shall be compiled, prepared, cor-
rected, and revised up to and including the Seventy-third Con-
gress, by Clarence Cannon, who shall also prepare a complete
index digest of the work and supervise the printing thereof; and
there shall be printed and bound 2,500 sets thereof, which shall
be delivered to the Superintendent of Documents for distribution
as follows:

*To the offices of the Vice President and the Speaker of the
House of Representatives, each, five sets;

*To the Wi office of each Senator, Reprezsentative, Dele-
gate, and Resident Commissioner in the Seventy-fourth Congress,
who makes written application therefor, one set;

“To the compiler of the revised precedents, 100 sets;

;;To the Parliamentarian of the House of Representatives, 10
sets;

“To the Parliamentarian of the Senate, five sets;

“To the Secretary and Sergeant at Arms of the Senate, and the
Clerk, Sergeant at Arms, and Doorkeeper of the House of Repre-
sentatives, each, one set;

“To the offices of the superintendents of the Senate and House
document rooms, each, one set;

“To the Library of Congress for international exchange and
for official use in Washington, D. C., not to exceed 150 sets;

. go Th:h Nagﬂmonal Archges, two sets;

“To each e g, or hereafter established, d i 1
that makes written application therefor, one set:epoa Wy A

“To the library of each executive department, independent
office, and establishment of the Government now in Washington,
D. C,, or which may be hereafter created, and who make written
application therefor, except those designated as depository libraries,
and to the libraries of the municipal government of the District
of Columbia, the Naval Observatory, and the Smithsonian Institu-
tion, each, one set; and

“To the library of each branch of the legislature of every State,
Territory, and insular possession of the United States, one set.

“8ec. 2. There shall also be distributed for official use, and
upon delivery shall become and remain the property of the United
SBtates Government and may not be removed from the offices
hereinafter designated, not to exceed 125 sets, which shall have
legibly stamped on the front cover and back of each volume the
name of the office to which each set is furnished, as follows:

“To the office of each standing committee of the Senate and
House of Representatives now in existence, or which may be
hereafter created, one set;

“To the library of the Executive Office, two sets;

“ To the offices of the Legislative Counsel of the Senate and House
of Representatives, respectively, each, one set;

“To the library of the Senate, five sets;

“To the library of the House of Representatives, 25 sets;

:sTo mt:é:e library of the Supreme Court of the United States, 2
Bets;
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“To the offices of the Official Reporters of Debates of the Senate
and House of Representatives, respectively, each, one set.

“ 8Ec. 3. The remaining sets ghall be distributed by the Superin-
tendent of Documents, as may be authorized and directed by the
Joint Committee on Printing; and, after the Seventy-fourth Con-
gress and during each succeeding Congress until the residue is ex-
hausted, the Superintendent of Documents shall furnish, only
upon written application therefor, one set to each Senator, Repre-
sentative, Delegate, and Resldent Commissioner who previously
had not received a set of this revised publication. The *usual
numbper ' ghall not be printed.

“8ec. 4. That the sum of not exceeding $20,000 is hereby au-
thorized to be appropriated to provide reimbursement for expenses
incurred in connection with the revision of the precedents.”

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, as I understand it, this is the
bill which takes care of the printing and also supplies part
compensation at least to the genfleman who did the work,
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Cannoxl.

Mr. LAMBETH. It provides reimbursement for expenses
in connection with this work which has been going on
since 1921.

Mr, SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I have been fairly familiar
with that work from the very beginning. I think Mr.
CannvonN has done a wonderful work, and I doubt seriously
that it will ever be rewritten. Of course, Mr. Cannon took
on a larger contract than he expected when he originally
agreed to do the work, but he has worked faithfully for a
great many years. I know no man better qualified to do
the work than Mr. Caxxox, and I think it is no more than
right that he should be compensated at least for the extra
expense that he has been put to in preparing this very
valuable work.

Mr. LAMBETH. I agree with the gentleman. It is a
monumental piece of work.

Mr. O'CONNOR. As the introducer of the bill, we con-
sidered thoroughly the invaluable work Mr. Caxnon has
done. It is probably greater than the original. I think the
whole House will appreciate it when they get the new vol-
ume, one edition of which goes to each Member as I under=-
stand it.

Mr. LAMBETH. That is correct, on request.

Mr. KENNEY. When will we get that?

Mr. LAMBETH. It will be ready for distribution at the
opening of the next session of Congress. It is now in the
hands of the Printer.

Mr. SNELL. I am glad the Printing Committee brought
this matter in, and I hope it will be disposed of at once.

Mr. LAMBETH. It was necessary to amend the original
act, because the act of 1921 required that it be distributed
to the Members of the Sixty-sixth Congress, and of course it
is impossible to comply with that,

Mr. RANKIN. As I understand it, several volumes will be
preserved for future Members who come into the Congress in
future years.

Mr. LAMBETH. Nine hundred extra sets will be reserved
beyond immediate distribution, which at the present rate of
turn-over is expected to last for about 15 more Congresses.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from North Carolina?

There was no objection.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time,
was read the third time and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider laid on the table.

FARM~-TO~-MAREET ROADS

Mr. LORD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex-
tend my remarks in the Recorp by printing a speech I made
on the subject of From the Farm to Market Roads.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. LORD. Mr. Speaker, under the leave to extend my
remarks in the Recorp, I include the following speech made
by me at Gilbert Lake, N. Y., June 8, 1935, before the rural
mail carriers:

Ladies and gentlemen, I know that you are all interested, and
especially you who are mail carriers, in the improvement of back
roads where you have to carry mail. For many years we have had

appropriations for our highways and our main thoroughfares are
about all completed.
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When the first bond issues were brought out in the State of
New York to build and improve highways it was for the purpose
of constructing a road that the farmer could get his products to
market at all seasons of the year, After the bond issue was voted
the legislature passed legislation for expedited routes running
throughout the length and breadth of the State and farm to mar-
ket roads were forgotten.

Our main thoroughfares were constructed and worn out and
have been reconstructed, some of them two or three times, and they
are still reconstructing main thoroughfares but the farmers’ back
roads are still forgotten.

At this session of Congress the Committee on Roads, of which
I am a member, introduced a bill providing for an appropriation
of £300,000,000 for grade-crossing elimination, $400,000,000 for
main and lateral highways, and $300,000,000 for the rural mail
carriers roads. Opposition grew up to this amount of money for
the farmers' roads, especlally from the State departments of pub-
lic works, and they succeeded in getting this amount cut out of
the bill and maintaining $800,000,000 in it, five hundred million
for first-class and secondary roads and three hundred million for
grade-crossing elimination.

Many of the States are constructing so-called " farm-to-mar-
ket " roads but they are only an expensive type of gravel road
and a few miles in each county so that when we got through we
had made very little advancement.

With this in view and the large public-works fund of nearly a
billion dollars that is now available, I proposed to appropriate
$600,000,000 for constructing rural delivery and farmers’ back
roads, This is not entirely a road-bullding program but is a pro-
gram to relieve the unemployed, and in relieving the unemployed
I plan to do some constructive work by getting the farmers out of
the mud and giving the people living in rural communities an
opportunity to work and earn a living, create better living condi-
tions, and increase the value of the farms.

If we employ an average of 50 men in every town and give them
employment for 4 months building roads it will go a long way
toward taking care of the unemployed under the President's plan
of 50 a month. The plan is to give to every county an average
of $200,000 as their needs may appear to take care of the unem-
ployed and construct stone and gravel roads. These 1oads
can be constructed in this section at a cost of $1,000 to $3,000 a
mile, according to the distance the material has to be drawn, and
build a road that will keep the farmer out of the mud for all
time, increasing the value of the farms and give work for the men
who need the jobs.

We have a little over 3,000 counties in the United States, and
with $200,000 to a county it would take about $600,000,000 to do
this job. This would employ somewhere in the neighborhood of
8,000,000 men for 4 months or longer. The work could be started
in a very short time after the money became available for most
all towns and counties have the machinery to work with.

I called a meeting in my office of the following: Edward O'Neill,
president American Farm Bureau Federation; Chester Gray, Wash-
ington representative American Farm Bureau Federation; Lewis
Tabor, master National Grange; Fred Brinckman, Washington rep-
resentative National Grange; Charles Upham, of the American
Road Builders' Association; W. G. Armstrong, national president
National Rural Letter Carriers' Association; and E. H. Everson,
president Farmers' Union. These men are all very much inter-
ested and working for the appropriation.

Various other State organizations are endeavoring to get all of
their Senators and Representatives back of the committee. There
is a committee of 50 in the House of Representatives organized to
help bring this about. I have been personally to see Becretary
Wallace, Secretary Ickes, Harry L. Hopkins, Federal Emergency
Relief Administrator; and I have been to see President Roosevelt.
‘The President and Mr. Hopkins are very responsive, and they have
told me they will render assistance to this appropriation.

Now, what we have to do is to get all these organizations and
individuals together, working as one man, and your organization
can help by writing these men, urging them to cooperate in
bringing this about.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted to Mr.
EckerT, for Wednesday, June 19, 1935, on account of business.

HOUR OF MEETING TOMORROW

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that when the House adjourns today it adjourn to
meet at 11 o’clock tomorrow.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

SENATE BILL REFERRED

A bill of the Senate of the following title was taken from
the Speaker's table and under the rule referred as follows:

S.1788. An act authorizing the State of Michigan to con-
struct, maintain, and operate a toll bridge across the St. Clair
River at or near Port Huron, Mich., and to acquire other
transportation facilities between said State and Canada; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,
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SENATE ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signature to enrolled bills of
the Senate of the following titles:

5.1121. An act for the relief of Isidor Greenspan; and

£.1863. An act for the relief of Trifune Korac.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, I move that the
House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 4 o'clock and
55 minutes p. m.) the House, under its order previously
made, adjourned until tomorrow, Wednesday, June 19, 1935,
at 11 o'clock a. m,

COMMITTEE HEARINGS
COMMITTEE ON THE POST OFFICE AND POST ROADS
(Wednesday, June 19, 10:30 a. m.)

Subcommittee will hold hearings on bill H. R. 6278, rela-
tive to postal rates, first class.

I.‘.Oll:llI‘.l'IEx ON IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION
(Thursday, June 20, 10 a. m.)

A joint hearing will be held of the Senate and House Im-
migration and Naturalization Committees in room 445, Old
House Office Building, before which joint meeting Col. Daniel
W. MacCormack will appear and make a statement on im-
migration and naturalization statistics.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII,

Mr. ROBINSON of Utah: Committee on the Public Lands.
8. 2074. An act to create a National Park Trust Fund
Board, and for other purposes; without amendment (Rept.
No. 1254). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the state of the Union.

Mr. ROBINSON of Utah: Committee on the Public Lands.
S. 2073. An act to provide for the preservation of historic
American sites, buildings, objects, and antiquities of na-
tional significance, and for other purposes; without amend-
ment (Rept. No. 1255). Referred to the Committee of the
‘Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. HUDDLESTON: Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce. H. R. 8229. A bill to amend the act ap-
proved June 12, 1934, relating o the granting of the consent
of Congress to certain bridge construction across the Ten-
nessee River at a point between the city of Sheffield, Ala.,
and the city of Florence, Ala.; without amendment (Rept.
No. 1256). Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. DREWRY: Committee on Naval Affairs. 8. 2774.
An act for the relief of certain officers on the retired list
of the Navy and Marine Corps, who have been commended
for their performance of duty in actual combat with the
enemy during the World War; without amendment (Rept.
No. 1257). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the state of the Union.

Mr. CELLER: Committee on the Judiciary. H. R. 8368.
A bill to enforce the twenty-first amendment: with amend-
ment (Rept. No. 1258). Referred to the Committee of the
‘Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. O'CONNOR: Committee on Rules. House Resolution
263. Resolution for the consideration of S. 1958; without
amendment (Rept. No. 1259). Referred to the House Cal-
endar,

Mr. O'CONNOR: Committee on Rules. House Resolution
264. Resolution for the consideration of Senate Joint Reso-
lution 131; without amendment (Rept. 1260). Referred to
the House Calendar.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. DOUGHTON: A bill (H. R. 8539) to further pro-
tect the revenue derived from distilled spirits, wine, and
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malt beverages, to regulate interstate and foreign commerce
and enforce the postal laws with respect thereto, to enforce
the twenty-first amendment, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. KENNEY: A bill (H. R. 8540) to create a Federal
Lottery Commission, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. CANNON of Missouri: A bill (H. R. 8541) for
payment of compensation to persons serving as postmaster
at third- and fourth-class post offices; to the Committee on
the Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr, VINSON of Georgia: A bill (H. R. 8542) author-
izing the Secretary of the Navy to accept gifts and bequests
for the benefit of the Office of Naval Records and Library,
Navy Department; to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

By Mr. McSWAIN (by request): A bill (H. R. 8543) fo
acquire certain land in Florida for the War Department; to
the Committee on Military Affairs,

By Mr. FERGUSON: A bill (H. R. 8544) authorizing an
appropriation to enable the Secretary of Agriculture to co-
operate with the experiment station of the Panhandle Agri-
cultural and Mechanical College, located at Goodwell, Okla.;
to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. McSWAIN: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 330) to
close Military Road temporarily; to the Committee on Mili-
tary Affairs.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, memorials were presented
and referred as follows:

By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Legislature of the
State of California, memorializing Congress to make amends
to those disabled war veterans who have been deprived of
their just and lawful compensations; to the Committee on
World War Veterans’ Legislation.

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the State of Cali-
fornia, supporting House bill 6628; to the Commiftee on
Labor.

—_—

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. DORSEY: A bill (H. R. 8545) for the relief of
Salvatore Roberto; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. FERGUSON: A bill (H. R. 8546) for the relief of
Herbert C. Robbins; to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

By Mr. KRAMER: A bill (H. R. 8547) for the relief of
Earl Vinnage Adler; to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

By Mr. McGROARTY: A bill (H. R. 8548) to permit Willis
Adams to make a homestead entry on certain public land
in Oregon; to the Committee on the Public Lands.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8549) to authorize the Secretary of the
Interior to issue a patent for certain land to Willis Adams;
to the Committee on the Public Lands.

By Mr, McSWAIN: A bill (H. R. 8550) for the relief of
N. May Jernegan and Warren Norris Jernegan; to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. REECE: A bill (H. R. 8551) for the relief of
J. C. Donnelly; to the Commiftee on Claims.

By Mr. SMITH of Virginia: A bill (H. R. 8552) to provide
for the issuance of a license to practice the healing art in
the District of Columbia to Dr. Leo Solet; to the Committee
on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. STUBBS: A hill (H. R. 8553) for the relief of
Ernest W. Bailey; to the Committee on Claims.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions and papers were
laid on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

8885. By Mr. BOYLAN: Resolutions adopted by the Mari-
time Association of the Port of New York, opposing the pro-
posed legislation to transfer the supervision of river and
harbor work from the Corps of Engineers of the United
States Army to another Government department; to the
Committee on Rivers and Harbors,
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8886. Also, letter from Mailer’s Union No. 6, of Greater
New York, favoring the Wagner labor-disputes bill; to the
Committee on Labor.

8887. Also, resolution adopted by the Women Investors
in America, Inc., New York City, N. Y. opposing the
Wheeler-Rayburn public-utility bill; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

8888. Also, letter from the New York Progressive Club,
composed of members of Local No. 6 of the International
Typographical Union, unanimously favoring the passage of
the Wagner labor-disputes bill; to the Committee on Labor.

8889. By Mr. COLDEN: Assembly Joint Resolution No. 59,
adopted by the Assembly and Senate of the Legislature of
the State of California, and submitted by the Honorable
Frank F. Merriam, Governor of California, relative to me-
morializing the President and the Congress of the United
States to enact House bill 6628, which proposes to provide
remunerative employment for the blind citizens of the
United States and its possessions, and urging the Committee
on Labor of the House of Representatives to expedite con-
sideration favorable to said bill; to the Committee on Labor.

8890. By Mr. KENNEY: Resolution of the New Jersey In-
dustrial Traffic League of Orange, N. J., protesting against
the acceptance by the Post Office Department of the asser-
tion of superiority for the Floyd Bennett Field over the
Newark Airport as the most strategic terminus for air lines
serving the metropolitan district; to the Committee on the
Post Office and Post Roads.

8891. By Mr. KRAMER: Resolution of the Walnut Grow-
ers Institute of Southern California, heartily endorsing the
proposed amendments to the Agricultural Adjustment Act;
to the Committee on Agriculture,

8892. By Mr. PLUMLEY: Petition of Ludwig Lewisohn
and others of Burlington, Vt., urging passage of House bill
8163, to authorize the deportation of criminals, to guard
against the separation from their families of aliens of
the noncriminal classes, to provide for legalizing the resi-
dence in the United States to certain classes of aliens, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on Immigration and
Naturalization.

8893. Also, petition of Max Wax, S. W. Alpert, Max
Ahrens, and some 30 other members of Joseph Frank Lodge,
No. 1109, B'nai B'rith, Burlington, Vt., and other residents
of that city, urging passage of House bill 8163, to authorize
the deportation of criminals, to guard against the separation
from their families of aliens of the noncriminal classes, to
provide for legalizing the residence in the United States to
certain classes of aliens, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Immigration and Naturalization.

8894. By Mr. RUDD: Petition of the American Federation
of Labor, Washington, D. C., concerning the Wagner labor-
disputes bill; to the Committee on Labor,

8895. By Mr. TRUAX: Petition of the Northwestern Co-
operative Sales Association and National Condensery Pro-
ducers Committee, Toledo, Ohio, by their manager and
secretary, respectively, E. D. Waid, urging support of House
bill 6361 as being important to condensery producers; to thes
Committee on Agriculture.

8896. Also, petition of Joseph Snyder and numerous other
citizens of Mansfield, Ohio, urging support of Wagner labor-
disputes bill and Black 30-hour-week bill; to the Committee
on Labor.

8897. Also, petition of Elyria Central Labor Union, by
their secretary, Alva Kemp, Elyria, Ohio, urging support of
the Wagner labor-disputes bill, Black 30-hour-week bill, and
the Guffey coal bill; to the Committee on Labor.

8898. Also, petition of Sheffield Lodge, No. 13, Amal-
gamated Association of Iron, Steel, and Tin Workers, Kan-
sas City, Mo., urging support of the Wagner labor-disputes
bill; to the Committee on Labor.

8899. Also, petition of Sheet Metal Workers’ International
Association, Local No. 231, by their recording secretary, Wes-
ley H. Levien, Marion, Ohio, urging support of the extension
of the Emergency Railway Transportation Act; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.
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8900. By Mr. PFEIFER: Telegram of the First Poltaver
Brotherly Aid Society, Brooklyn, N. Y., endorsing House bill
8163; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization.

8901. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the Civic Leaders Club
of Los Angeles, Calif.; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

8902. Also, petition of the Western Traffic Conference; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

8903. Also, petition of the Mayor’s Committee on Confer-
ence of Seaport Cities; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

SENATE

WEDNESDAY, JUNE 19, 1935
(Legislative day of Monday, May 13, 1935)

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, on the expiration of
the recess.
THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. RoeiNsoN, and by unanimous consent,
the reading of the Journal of the proceedings of the calendar
day Tuesday, June 18, 1935, was dispensed with, and the Jour-
nal was approved.

JEAN JULES JUSSERAND—EXPRESSION OF APPRECIATION FROM

GOVERNMENT OF FRANCE

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr, President, I understand that the
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. BargrLEY] has a matier which
he wishes to lay before the Senate.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, a few days ago a joint
resolution was passed authorizing the erection in Washing-
ton of a statue to the former French Ambassador to the
United States, Mr, Jean Jules Jusserand. Through the Sec-
retary of State there has come a communication from the
French Ambassador thanking Congress for that action. I
ask that it may be read.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The communication will be read.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

JunE 18, 1935.
The Honorable JoEN N. GARNER,
Vice President of the United States.

My DeArR MR. Vice PresmENT: I take pleasure in transmitting to
you herewith copy of a note (in translation) which the French
Ambassador left with the Under Secretary of State this morning
expressing appreciation, on behalf of the French Government and
the people, for the vote of the Congress authorizing the erection
at Washington of a monument in memory of Mr. Jusserand, for-
mer Ambassador of France.

Sincerely yours,

(Enclosure: Copy of note.)
[Translation]

CorpeELL HULL,

June 12, 1935.

Mg. SEcrETARY: It was with particular satisfaction that my Gov-
ernment learned that the House of Representatives of the United
States had unanimously adopted, on May 6 last, a resolution
authorizing the erection in Wi n of a monument in memory
of Mr. Jusserand, late Ambassador of France in the United States,
and that this resolution had been approved the day before yester-
day, June 10, by the Senate.

In conformity with instructions which I have just received
from the President of the Council, who is also Minister of Foreign
Affairs, I have the honor to express to Your Excellency, the grati-
tude of the Government of the Republic for a recognition which
is mideed warmly appreciated by him as well as by the French

eople.

7 Ipshould be grateful to Your Excellency to be good enough to
transmit to the Senate and to the House of Representatives an
expression of the gratitude of the Republic for a vote which gives
proof of the feeling of high esteem and sympathy which the
American people still retains toward my eminent predecessor.

Accept, Mr, Secretary, the renewed assurances of my highest
consideration.

ANDRE DE LABOULAYE.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Halti-
gan, one of its reading clerks, announced that the House had
passed without amendment the bill (S. 1180) to amend sec-
tion 4865 of the Revised Statutes, as amended.

The message also announced that the House had agreed
to the report of the committee of conference on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses on the amendment of the Senate
to the bill (H. R. 59) to create a national memorial military
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park at and in the vicinity of Eennesaw Mountain in the
State of Georgia, and for other purposes.

The message further announced that the House had agreed
to the amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 2739) to
extend further time for naturalization to alien veterans of the
World War under the act approved May 25, 1932 (47 Stat.
165), to extend the same privileges to certain veterans of
countries allied with the United States during the World War,
and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the House had passed
the following bills, in which it requested the concurrence of
the Senate:

H.R. 7374, An act to amend section 98 of the Judicial Code
to provide for the inclusion of Durham County, N. C., in the
middle district of North Carolina, and for other purposes;

H.R. 8297. An act to amend so much of the First Deficiency
Appropriation Act, fiscal year 1921, approved March 1, 1921,
as relates to the printing and distribution of a revised edi-
tion of Hinds' Parliamentary Precedents of the House of
Representatives; and

H.R. 8492. An act to amend the Agricultural Adjustment
Act, and for other purposes.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The message further announced that the Speaker had
affixed his signature to the following enrolled bills, and they
were signed by the Vice President:

S.1121. An act for the relief of Isidor Greenspan;

5.1863. An act for the relief of Trifune Korac;

H.R.59. An act to create a national memorial military
park at and in the vicinity of Kennesaw Mountain in the
State of Georgia, and for other purposes; and

H.R. 2739. An act to extend further time for naturaliza-
tion to alien veterans of the World War under the act ap-
proved May 25, 1932 (47 Stat. 165), to extend the same privi-
leges to certain veterans of countries allied with the United
States during the World War, and for other purposes.

CALL OF THE ROLL

Mr. LEWIS. I make the point of no quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following Sena-
tors answered to their names:

Adams Connally King Radcliffe
Ashurst Coolidge La Follette Reynolds
Austin Copeland Lewis Robinson
Bachman Costigan Logan Russell
Bailey Dickinson Lonergan Bchall
Bankhead Dieterich Long BSchwellenbach
Barbour Donahey McGill Bheppard
Barkley Duffy McKellar Bhipstead
Bilbo Fletcher McNary Smith
Black Frazier Maloney Btelwer
Bone George Metcalf Thomas, Okla,
Borah Minton Townsend
Brown Gibson Moore Trammell
Bulkley Gore Murphy Truman
Bulow Guffey Murray Tydings
Burke Hale Neely Vandenberg
Byrd Harrison Norris Van Nuys
Byrnes Hastings Nye Wagner
Capper Hatch O’Mahoney Walsh
Caraway Hayden Overton Wheeler
Chavez Johnson Pittman ‘White
Clark KEeyes Pope

Mr. LEWIS. I desire to announce that the Senator from

Virginia [Mr. Grassl, the Senator from California [Mr,
McAnoo], and the Senator from Nevada [Mr. McCArRraN]
are unavoidably detained from the Senate, and that the
Senator from Utah [Mr. THoMmas] is absent on important
public business.

Mr. AUSTIN. I announce that the Senator from Wyo-
ming [Mr. CAREY] is necessarily absent from the Senate.

Mr. VANDENBERG. I announce that my colleague the
senior Senator from Michigan [Mr. Couzens] is absent from
the Senate because of illness. I ask that this announcement
may stand for the day.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-seven Senators have an-
swered to their names. A quorum is present.

ELECTRIC RATE SURVEY IN NEW HAMPSHIRE, NEW MEXICO,

OREGON, AND UTAH

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate four letters

from the Chairman of the Federal Power Commission, trans-
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